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FOUR PER CENT. DEBENTURES. 


BRITISH & AMERICAN MORTGAGE CO. Lp. 


CAPFPAL, £1.500,000. Subscribed, £700,000; Paid-up, £220,000 ; Uncalled, £489,000. 
{rhe Rigbt Hon. HuGH CULLING EaRDLEY CHILDERS. M.P., F.R.8. 
TRUSTEBS } The Right Hon. GrorGE JOHN SHAW-LEFEVRE, M.P. 
Home Drrecrors. 
Joun CROFT DEVERFLL, Esq., 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 
Water RANDOLPH FARQUHAR, Esq.. Banker, 16. St. James’-street. 
RBAUMONT WILLIAM LUBBOCK, 9s Banker, 15. Lombard-street. 
Sir CHARLES NICHOLSON, Bart.. D.C.L., LL.D., The Grange, Totteridge. 
GEORGE BABINGTON PAREER, Esq., 13, Victoria-stceet, Westminster. 
WiLL1AM HENRY STONE, Esq., Lea-park, Godalming. 
B ns | Messrs. Roparts, LUBBOCK, & Co., 15, Lombard-street, E.C. 
ANEBES | Meesrs. HERRIES, FARQUHAR, & Co., 16, St. James’-street, S.W. 
The Directors iseue Debentures for 3, 5,7, or 10 years. bearing 4 per cent. in- 
terest, payable half-yearly by coupons, secured by the Company’s Mortgages, 
which are made with a margin of from one-half to two-thirds of the value of the 
property, together with the uncalled Capital (£180,000), 
By its Articles of Association the Company’s Business is restricted to First 
Kontgages on Freehold Property, and its Debenture Issue is limited to the 
mount of the Subscribed Capital. 

a taken in the selection of Mortgages render these Debentures 
especially suitable for the investment of Trust or other Funds, they being exempt 
from the fluctuations in value attaching to ordinary Stocks and Shares. 

For prospectuses, application forms, and further information apply to 
Offices of the Company, 6, Old Jewry, E.C. SAMUEL GILES, Secretary. 


EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE 


18, LiNcOLN’s INN FIELDS, Lonpbon, W.C, 








SOCIETY, 


Whole-world policies in most cases free of charge. 
Policies indisputable and unconditional. 
SPECIMEN BONUSES. 
Actual additions made to Policies of £1,009 effected under Tables I. and TI. 
4 
| 


NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 


Ten. Twenty. Thirty. 


£ 46. £ &. £ 8. 
191 10 431 0 *736 0 
211 0 46410 | *819 0 
232 0 525 10 | *939 10 
278 10 *626 10 "1,146 0 
372 0 "836 10 





ExAaMPLE.— A Policy for £1,(00, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 30, 
gould have increased to £1,819, or by more than S0 per cent. 

In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered. would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future premiums, and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profits. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue Paymaster of the Supreme Court has received notification 
that the account for payment of commission claims by the Bank of 
England, under the National Debt (Conversion) Act, 1848, will be 
Glusd on the 3lst inst. Any outstanding claims in connection 
with the conversion of funds under the control of the Supreme 
Court should, therefore, be rendered to the Pay Office on or before 
the 26th inst. 





Mr. Jcstice Curry has made such good progress with his 
witness actions that he has disposed of all those in his printed 
li t which have not, for some good reaton, been ordered to stand 
over. Since the list was printed, about twenty-five witness 
acti ns have been set down, and of these no great number need 


We ake ciap to learn that the case of Ex parte Milne, Re 
Batten (ante, p. 235), in which it was held that a deed of arrange- 


ment in which names of creditors were inserted after registra- 
tion under the Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1887, was thereby 
invalidated, is to be taken to the Court of Appeal. 





We print elsewhere a copy of the correspondence which 
recently took place between the Chancery Registrars and the 
Board of Inland Revenue upon the question of whether an order 
appointing trustees for the purpose of the Settled Land Act 
requires a 10s. stamp. It will be seen that the board have 
practically withdrawn the adjudication to which attention was 
directed some time ago in these columns, so that the practice of 
requiring the stamp, hitherto adopted by the registrars, will be 
continued. 

We unpverstanD that, in pursuance of the resolution passed at the 
adjourned annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, 
held on the 15th of July, 1881, to the effect that meetings of the 
society should be held in January and April, a special general 
meeting of the members of the society will be held on the 12th of 
April next. Members who wish to move resolutions must send 
copies of them to the secretary of the society on or befo:e the 18th 
instant, atter which notices of the proposed motions will be sent 
as usual to the members of the society. Since 1881 these meetings 
have usually been held at the end of April, and generally on the 
last Friday, and we assume that the departure made this year 
has been due to the fact that the last Friday falls in Easter week, 
and that the preceding Friday will be Good Friday, the 19th of 
April. 





We reprint elsewhere the Commissioners for Oaths Bill, which 
has been introduced by the Lord Chancellor. In the memorandum 
prefixed to the Bill it is stated that ‘‘the statute book contains a 
large number of scattered enactments relating to commissioners for 
oaths in various courts. Most of these have been superseded by 
a section of the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873, which 
directs that all commissioners to take oaths or affidavits in the 
Supreme Court are to be appointed by the Lord Chancellor. The 
object of this Bill is to consolidate such of these enactments as are 
stiil in force, and at the same time to consolidate the enactments 
relating to the administration of oaths by consular and other officers 
in foreign countries and places. The powers to appoint special 
commissioners for oaths in particular courts, euch as the courts of 
the county palatine of Lincaster, are abolished as unnecessary, but 
the effect of all existing appointments is preserved.’’ The Bill, it 
will be seen, according to this, is only a consolidating Bill, but the 
heading shews that it is also to ‘‘amend’”’ the law. We have not 
yet discovered the enactment from which the words comment+d oa 
by a correspondent this week are taken, but, whether new or old, 
we think they should be excised. 





Ix tHe Hovse of Commons on the 7th inst the rote of £123 
for the Land Registry Office was co strenuously opposrd that it 
was ultimately withdrawn. Mr. H. Fowrerr is reported to have 
said that the amount might be small, but it raised a great question 
of principle. ‘It involved the question of one of the most uselees 
and worthless offices in the whole range of our administrative 
system; only about eight titles a year were registered, and the 
office cost £2,796 a year.” And Mr. Harpane expressed his 
surprise at there being an increase in the expenses of this offive. 
‘“‘His experience of it had not been such as to place any high 
value on its work. In one case it had, owing to its system of 
red tape, charged £600 for the transfer of an estate worth £3 000.” 
It is quite refreshing to meet with an eminent colicitor whois 
courageous enough to express his opinion in good, strong, unofficial 
English. No question, with Mr. Fowrer, about this b-ing 
‘‘ recognized ” as being “a question of policy,” and se forth. 





We vnperstanp that the attention of members of the Inccr- 
porated Law Society has been drawn by the council to the con- 
struction which is put upon the 2lst section of the Customs amé 
Inland Revenue Act, 1888, by the authorities at Somerset House. 
As we stated three months ago, it is considered by the Commis- 
sioners of Inland Revenue that, under the above section, in the 
case of a will in the common form, which directs the conversion. of 
' the testator’s residuary real and personal estate and the payment 

out of the proceeds of debte, funeral, &c., expenses, and legacies, the 
duty on the legacies must be apportioned, and that the value of the 
2Q 
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real and personal estate must be ascertained anc succession duty 
paid upon such part of the legacy as is proportionate to the value 
of the real estate, and legacy duty on such part as is proportionate 
to the value of the personal estate. In December last we drew 
attention to the great inconvenience which must necessarily follow 
if this construction be insisted on, and pointed out that the 
expense uf ascertaining the relative values of the real and personal 
property and preparing the account would be wholly dispropor- 
tionate to any benefit which might be derived by the Revenue from 
the enactment. In order to obviate the difficulty, the council 
suggest the insertion, in wills of the kind referred to, of a clause 
practically identical with that which we printed ante, p. 85. 





Tue onservations on the Land Transfer Bill, just issued by 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, are likely to give 
the Select Committee of the House of Lords food for reflection on 
the present form of the compulsory clause. We pointed out last 
week that the withholding of the legal estate from an unregistered 
purchaser may not have a very prejudicial effect on him, but it 
also appears that the exception of conveyances of reversions or 
remainders, and of conveyances by way of mortgage, affords a 
ready means of evading the clause altogether. Of course, the 
object was to restrict compulsory registration to cases of sales by 
an owner in actual possession ; a reversion will sooner or later fall 
into possession, and so come under the clause, and, as to mort- 
gages, they would be unduly hampered by the cost of registration. 
But it was forgotten that a reversion exists after a short term of 
years as much as after a freehold interest, and as such a term can 
he created without registration, the reversion, and therewith the 
legal estate, can immediately afterwards follow it also without 
registration. In the case of a mortgage, of course the Jegal estate 
passer, and a subsequent conveyance of the equity of redemption 
is not affected by the compulsory clause. It would be amusing if 
the Lord Chancellor’s efforts should result in the resuscitation of 
conveyanc:s by lease and release, but, of course, the practice would 
be at once checked by an amending Act. A little consideration of 
the various changes through which the compulsion clause has passed 


in the last few years, and the futility of this, its final form, might- 


suggest the advisability of not renewing a forcible interference 
with the legal estate which has been so unsuccessful in the past. 
Attention is also called in the observations to the proposed plan of 
adding the registration fees to succession duties, and the question 
is raised whether they are to be paid in one sum or by instalments. 
Of course, the Legislature can increase the succession duties in 
this way if it likes, but it should be distinctly understood that this 
is a fresh tax imposed upon a single class for the alleged benefit of 
the public ; while if the landowner does not in fact dispose of his 


land, no advantage to anyone can arise from its registration, and he is | 


really taxed in order to ineure the universality of the new system. 
With regard to the latter part of the Bill, which has not yet been 
considered in committee, no fresh observations are offered, but the 


resolutions are reprinted which were passed last year by the con- | 


ference of law societies. It is needless to emphasize the third of 
these, which deals with the exclusive employment of solicitors 
where an owner does not transact his registration business in 
person, and which also deprecates the establishment of a class of 
officials who shall be authorized to undertake the work of examin- 
ing titles, &c., for the public. The seventh resolution urges that 
the power of framing general rules shall be vested in the Land 
Transfer Board, with solicitors represented thereon; and such a 
provision is obviously necessary to insure their being practical. 
The observations conclude with some remarks which even those 
who most wish registration to be both successful and popular might 
well take to beart. Assuming it to be the great advantage which 
some suppose it to be, why will it not be sufficient to devise a good 
working system, and then leave the public to find out the benefits 
of it for themselves? These observations are all very well while 
the Bill is before the Select Committee, but we trust that, when 
the time for action arises, we shall see some manifesto issued by 
the council of a more trenchant description. ‘ 





Turre skexs to be a notion prevalent in some quarters that the 
present generation of solicitors has nothing to fear from any com- 
pulsory rystem of lend registration, end we have, indeed, some 











reason to suppose that an opinion has been expressed (not for the 
first time) that, if it were not for the shocking disgrace attending 
any attempt on the part of solicitors to look after their own in. 
terest, they ought to vigorously support any measure for com. 
pulsory registration of title, as tending to put a great deal of 
work into their hands. It is, we presume, only the conviction 
that if solicitors were supposed to care in the leust about their 
sordid pecuniary interests their influence would be gone, and no one 
can tell what would happen, that prevents the holders of this view 
from working might and main in support of Lord Harssury. But, 
sternly repressing the wicked promptings of self-interest, they 
oppose the Bill in the interest of the landowners who, if it passed, 
would have to pay lamentably heavy lawyers’ bills. We wish that 
some adherent of this view would favour us with the reasons for 
the faith that is in him. Let him shew us how, under Lord 
Haxssvury’s Bill, as interpreted by the solicitors’ scales of fees for 
land registry business and the notice recently issued from the Land 
Registry Office, the profits of solicitors of the present generation 
will be increased. We think it will be admitted that the pro. 
position is a question of fact, and therefore not on the same foot- 
ing as the s:cred principle with regard to the heinousness of 
solicitors looking after their personal interests. That, as we all 
know, is a dogma to be accepted with unquestioning faith; not a 
matter for proof. But as to the question of fact, we may be per- 
mitted to point out that, even under the Jatest modification of the 
compulsion clauses, there appear to be certain practical difficulties 
in the way of the attainment of that, no doubt very shocking, but 
still not quite undesirable result, of an increase of solicitors’ con- 
veyancing profits. In the first place, us compulsory registration is 
not to take effect until a dealing with the property by an owner in 
possession (other than a mortgage) occurs, there cannot be more 
transactions occasioned by the measure. There must, therefore, 
be some greatly increased profit on present transactions. Now, 
according to the scale of solicitors’ remuneration for land registry 
business, which, we suppose, is certain to be adopted if the 
Land Transfer Bill passes into law, the remuneration pre- 
scribed for registration with absolute or qualified title is not 
to apply ‘‘where the application for registration is made on 
the occasion of a sale, purchase, or mortgage,”’ but the solicitor 
is to be remunerated according to Schedule II. of the Remu- 
neration Order, “‘ schedule 1 to that order being excluded.” In 
other words, the solicitor is to be remunerated according to the 
work done by him, and the amount of work which will be done 
by him depends altogether on how much will be done in the office. 
A somewhat similar observation applies to the scale for first regis- 
tration with possessory title, and for transfers for value. We are 
now officially informed that the intervention of a solicitor for these 
transactions is not necessary, and if anyone wishes to see how it 
is intended that the system shal] be worked, we advise him to 
peruse carefully the series of articles on the new Land Registry 
Rules, printed anfe, pp. 164, 181, 212, and to consider the statements 
there made as to the practical steps to be taken, under the 
present Act, for obtaining registration with a possessory, qualified, 
or absolute title; and then to consider whether—the office being 
now pledged to do solicitors’ work—it is at all likely that in the 
majority of cases, or indeed in any small transactions, solicitors 
will be employed. It was stated in the Observations on the Land 
Transfer Bill of last year, issued by the Council of the Incor- 
porated Law Society, that, from enquiries made throughout the 
country, the ‘‘ proportion of transactions in which the considera- 
tion money does not exceed £300 is nowhere less than half, and 
in some cases as high as four-fifths, of the whole conveyancing 
business of the district.” 





Tue racr of the arrest of the notorious Picorr in Spain will 
probably finally put an end to the erroneous, but apparently long- 
cherished and widespread, belief that Spain was, even to this day, a 
land of safety—a modern Alsatia—for British subjects flying from 
the process of the criminal law of their own country. An extra- 
dition treaty between England and Spain has, however, in fact, 
been in existence since 1878, and among the extraditable crimes 
and offences specitically mentioned therein are perjury, forgery, 
obtaining money or gocds by false pretencer, and fraud by 4 
bailee, banker, agent, director or officer of a company, made 
(rimioal by any law for the time being in force. Similar extra- 
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dition treaties exist between the United Kingdom acd most other 
European Powers, the three most notable exceptions being Turkey, 
Greece, and Portugal. It does not, however, follow from the fact 
of the non-existence of an extradition treaty between this country 
and Portigal that Picorr would have been safe from arrest if he 
had betaken himself to Lisbon instead of to Madrid. There have 
been cases in which foreign Powers, acting on the principles of 
the law of comity of nations, and independently of the existence of 
any extradition treaty, have arrested the fugitive subjects of other 
States and delivered them up to the State to which they belonged, 
to be dealt with by the criminal law of such State. Such a case 
occurred in 1872 in connection with forgeries committed on the 
Bank of England, when Austin Binwett, who had escaped to 
Cuba, was delivered up by the Spanish Government to England, 
although no extradition treaty existed at the time between Spain 
and England. 











THE RAILWAY AND CANAL COMMISSION RULES. 


Tue long-delayed Rules of the new Railway and Canal Commission, 
under section 20 of the Act of 1888, have just been issued. They 
are signed by all the five commissioners, and are equally applicable, 
with a few special variations for Scotland and Ireland (see, ¢.7., 
rules 35 and 36 as to discovery, and rule 65 as to domicile of 
parties), to the whole of the United Kingdom, freedom and economy 
of transit, both by railway and canal, between all parts of which 
it is the object of the Traffic Acts to secure. It is important not 
to confound them with the rules issued by the Board of Trade 
under section 35 of the Act of 1888 some months ago, upon a 
matter with which the Railway and C+snal Commission has nothing 
to do—the preparation of the new schedules of maximum rates by 
the railway companies. These Board of Trade Rules, together 
with the 24th section of the Act, which imposes upon the com- 
panies the obligation to prepare the new schedules, we may, 
perhaps, examine at some future time, and will for the present 
dismiss them from consideration with the remark that the period 
of eight weeks which the Board of Trade has allowed (see rule 11) 
for transmitting ‘‘ notices of objection” is, in our humble opinion, 
far too short, and that the cry for more time which is going up 
from many parts of the country appears to be a very reasonable 
one. 

The Railway and Canal Traffic Acts are three in number. First, 
there is the Act of 1854, with its leading 2ad section, imposing 
upon ‘‘every railway company and every canal company, and every 
railway and canal company,” the obligations (enforceable only by 
injunction)—(1) to afford reasonable facilities for the receiving, 
forwarding, and delivering all traffic brought to itself; (2) to treat 
all customers “ reasonably ” alike; and (3) to afford reason- 
able facilities for receiving, forwarding, and delivering through 
traffic. Secondly, there is the Act of 1873, transferring the 
jurisdiction to enforce the Act of 1854 from the Court of Common 
Pleas to the recently-extinct Railway Commissioners, and imposing 
the obligation to forward through traffic at through rates at the 
request of a company. And, thirdly, there is the Act of 1888, 
transferring the jurisdiction to enforce the Acts of 1854 and 1873 
from the Railway Commissioners to the Railway and Canal Com- 
mission, and adding a jurisdiction to award damages, to enforce 
through rates on the application of an individual, to enforce 
obedience to special Acts, and generally to determine disputes as 
to the legality of rates. Large as was the jurisdiction of the 
Railway Commissioners, it will be seen at once that that of the 
Railway and Canal Commission is very much more extensive. 

Let us now consider in detail some few points of this new juris- 
diction. First, then, as to the general jurisdiction over tolls and 
rates. The 10th section of the Act enacts that ‘“‘ where any ques- 
tion or dispute arises involving the legality of any toll, rate, or 
charge, or portion of a toll, rate, or charge, charged or sought to 
be charged for merchandise traffic, the commissioners shall have 
jurisdiction to hear and determine the same, and to enforce pay- 
ment of such toll, rate, or charge, or so much thereof as the 
commissioners decide to be legal.” It is to be observed (1) that 
this section has no application to passenger traffic, and (2) that the 
commissioners under it have no express jurisdiction to restrain il- 
legal charges; all that is given them is a power to enforce those 
which are legal. The question at once arises whether the commis- 
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sioners have ju -i<‘iction to restrain excessive charges irrespective of 
preference ; and by «xcessive charges we do not mean only those 
charges which ‘are ia excess of the statutory maximum, but also 
those charges which, though within the statutory maximum, are 
illegal as being merely unreasonable. For the ®6th section of the 
Railways Clauses Act, 1545, enacts that— 

_“*Tt shall be lawful for the company to use and employ locomotive en- 
gines or other moving power, and carriages and wagons to be drawn and 
propelled thereby, aud to carry and convey upon the railway all such 
passengers aud goods as shall be offered to them for that purpose, and to 
make such reasonable charges in respect thereof as they may from time to 
time determine upon, not exceeding the tolls by the special Act authorized 
to be taken by them.”’ 


Without doubt, here is an obligation to make reasonable charges 
only, the statutory maximum being no conclusive criterion of 
reasonableness. But we think we are correct in stating that the 
86th section of the Act of 1845, which seems to allow every 
customer of any railway company to dispute before a jury every rate 
and fare charged, has never been judicially construed. Is it, then, 
now, at last, to come before a court for review? This is the rule 
(13) applicable to it :— 

‘* Every application made to the commissioners under section 10 of the 
Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1888, shall be for them to hear and 
determine the question or dispute therein mentioned with respect to the 
legality of any toll, rate, or charge, or portion of a toll, rate, or charge, 
charged or sought to be charged by any company for merchandise 
traffic. The parties may concur im stating such question or dispute in the 
form of a joint spplication without further pleadings.”’ 


It seems to us that both Act and rule are wide enough to admit 
of the important question we have drawn attention to being raised. 
But if any particular rate should be pronounced by the commis- 
sioners to be illegal on the mere ground of unreasonableness, it is 
very doubtful wh+ther the commissiovers have jurisdiction to 
restrain it. This seems rather absurd, but we do not see how the 
section can be otherwise construed. However this may be, it is 
not likely that the question of the meaning and operation of the 
86th section of the Act of 1845 will now remain much longer 
unsolved. 

Let us now turn to the important and novel jurisdiction of the 
commission to award damages. The 12th section of the Act 
enacts that ‘‘ where the commissioners have jurisdiction to hear 
and determine any matter, they may, in addition to, or in sub- 
stitution for, any other relief,” award damages to any complaining 
party ; but it is provided that damages shall not be awarded unless 
complaint has b-en made to the commissioners within one year 
from the discovery by the party aggrieved of the matter com- 
plained of. Is this enactment retrospective? On the whole, we 
think it is, on the ground (see Costa Rica v. Erlanger, 3 Ch. D. 
69) that the rule against the retrospective action of statutes does 
not operate in matters of mere procedure, and inasmuch as, for an 
infringement of the equality clauses at all events (see Great 
Western Railway Co v. Sutton, L. R. 4 H. L. 226), damages were 
always clearly recoverable befure a court of law, it seems that it 
is only a change of procedure—though a very important one —that 
has been effected, so far as the equality clauses are concerned, 
though as regards the cases of infringement of the Act of 1854, to 
which the equality clauses are not applicable, we do not think 
that the enactnent has a retrospective operation. The commis- 
sioners deal with the claim for damages ‘‘in any matter which the 
commissioners have the power to determine’”’ by rule 18, by 
which they carefully provide for payment into court, incorporating 
with the rule, very conveniently, rules 2—7 of order 22 of 
the Rules of the Supreme Court, and making express provision 
for payment into court along with a denial of liability. We 
expect to see a very liberal use made of this provision. 

The question of preferential rates for foreign over home mer- 
chandise is untouched by the new rules, but rule 2 contains the 
direction that in the case of any of the authorities mentioned in 
section 7 of the Act being applicants to the commissioners for 
redress, the application +hall be signed by their chairman, manager, 
secretary, or solicitor. The 7th section of the Act newly gives & 
locus standi before the commission to county councils and justices 
in quarter sessions, and also to ‘‘ any such association of traders or 
freighters or chamber of commerce or agriculture as may obtain a 
certificate from the Board of Trade that it is, in the opinion of such 
board, a proper holy to make such complaint,” and it may per- 
haps be expected that the question of preferential rates for foreign 
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traffic will be one of the first submitted to the commission—and no 
more difficult question could be submitted to them. The Act of 
1888 deals with the matter by section 27, sub-section 2, as 
follows :— 

‘*In deciding whether a lower charge or difference in treatment does or 

does not amount to an undue preference, the court having jurisdiction in 
the matter or the commissioners, as the case may be, may, so far as they 
think reasonable, in addition to any other consideration, take into con- 
sideration whether such lower charge or difference in treatment is neces- 
sary for the purpose of securing in the interest of the public the traffic in 
respect of which it is made, and whether the inequality cannot be removed 
without unduly reducing the rates charged to the complainant: Provided 
that no railway company shall make, nor shall the court or the commissioners 
sanction, any difference in the tol/s, rates, or charges made for, or any difference 
in the treatment of, home and foreign merchandise in respect of the same or similar 
serviczs.”” 
This enactment was, we presume, suggested by the cases of Ever- 
shed v. London and North-Western Railway Co. (L. R. 3 App. 
Cas. 1029) and Thompson v. London and North-Western Railway 
Co. (2 Nev. & Mac. 115), in which both the House of Lords and 
the Railway Commissioners declined to allow the question of com- 
petition between railway companies to influence them in deciding 
whether or not an unequal charge ought to be allowed. Competi- 
tion is now to form one of the elements of consideration, but it 
must be ‘‘in interests of the public’ to justify its being enter- 
tained. Inasmuch as it must be a question of fact whether the 
interests of the public are served or not by a particular set of rates, 
no sppeal will Jic from a decision of the commission upon it (see 
section 17 of the Act), and one of the most important of the novel 
problems for the commission will have to be decided by the com- 
mission alone. With regard to the concluding proviso for the pro- 
tection of home merchandiee, it must be borne in mind that it does 
not create equal mileage rates simpliciter for home and foreign 
merchandise, but that the proviso can only apply to cases within 
the sub-section in which it is placed—that is to say, where it is 
sought to defend a preference caused by competition on the groun 
of public interest. 

We will conclude this notice by directing attention to a new 
point in the rules, not required or suggested by the new Act, but 
likely to be of considerable value in practice. We refer to the 
“‘ interim injunetion ”’ which, by rule 34, ‘‘ may be moved for at 
any stage of the proceedings,” the application to be made to the 
ex officio commissioner for the part of the United Kingdom in 
which the proceedings under which the application is made is 
cepending. Two days’ notice must be given to the parties 
affected, but it is provided that, ‘‘in cases of emergency, it shall 
be competent for the ex officio commissioner to grant the interim 
injunction sought without previous notice.”’ 


THE INTERPRETATION OF THE MARRIED WOMEN’S 
PROPERTY ACT, 1882. 
Vi. 

Shares in joint stock companies, &c.—Section 6 of the Act of 1882 
deals with shares and stock which were standing in the name of a 
married woman at the commencement of the Act, the 1st of January, 
1583, and provides that bank deposits, the public funds, or stocks or 
funds transferable in the books of the Bank of England, or any other 
bank, ‘‘and all shares, stock, debentures, debenture stock, or other 


interest of or in any corporation, company, or public body, municipal, | 


commercial, or otherwise, or of or in any industrial, provident, 
friendly, benefit, building, or loan society’’ then standing in the 
name of a married woman are to be deemed, unless and until the 
contrary is shewn, to be her separate property; and the fact that any 
such property is standing in her name is primd facie evidence of her 
beneficial interest init. Section 7 provides that if any such property 
as is mentioned in section 6 is allotted or transferred to a married 
woman, or made to stand in her name, after the 3lst of December, 
1882, it is to be deemed her separate property. It is not stated in 
section 7 that the fact of the stock, &c., being in the married woman’s 
nae is tu be prima facie evidence of her title, as in section 6; so 
we presume that it is still necessary for the company to investigate 
the married woman’s title before registering stock, &c., in her name ; 
hte London, Bombay, and Mediterranean Bank (30 W. R. 118, 18 Ch. D. 
a and Leg. v. Carnatic Railway Co. (21 W. R. 621, L. R. 8 Q. B. 
299), 

By section 8 the provisions contained in sections 6 and 7 are 
extended to the case when such property as is mentioned in section 


6 stands in the names of, or is allotted, or transferred to, a married 
woman jointly with any person other than her husband. Section 9 
provides that neither in the last-mentioned case nor when the stock, 
&c., is standing in the sole name of the married woman shall it be 
necessary for the husband to join in any transfer. Formerly the 
husband’s concurrence was necessary until the stock had been placed 
in the wife’s name as a married woman entitled for her separate use : 
Howard v. Bank of England (23 W. R. 303, L. R. 19 Eq. 295). 

If any investment is made by the wife with moneys of her husband 
without his consent, the court may order the investment to be trans- 
ferred or the dividends to be paid to him (section 10). 

Formerly a husband was liable as a contributory to a joint stock 
company in respect of his wife’s shares to the full amount of the calls, 
but now, if married after 1882, he incurs no liability, except the 
limited one specified in section 14 if the wife was entitled to the 
shares at the time of the marriage: see section 14, Re West of England 
Bank, Ex parte Hatcher (27 W. R. 907, 12 Ch. D. 284), Buckley on 
the Companies Acts, 5th ed., p. 74. 

Policies of assurance.—By virtue of her power of making contracts 
@ married woman may effect a policy upon her own life, or the life 
of her husband for her separate use (45 & 46 Vict. c. 75, 8,11). She 
bad a similar power under section 10 of the Act of 1870, with this 
difference, that the object of the policy had to be expressed on the 
face of it. Under the Act of 1882 she can also effect a policy on her 
own life for the benefit of her husband or children, or of her the hens 
and children, or any of them. 

Both section 10 of the Act of 1870 and section 11 of the Act of 
1882 provide for a policy being effected by a wen for the benefit of 
his widow, either alone or jointly with all or any of his children, and 
| the Act of 1882 goes further, and provides for a policy for the 
| benefit of the children apart from the widow. The Act of 1870 
| referred to policies effected by ‘‘any married man”; the Act of 1882 
| refers to policies effected by ‘‘any man”; but it may be questioned 
| whether it is meant to apply to a policy effected by an unmarried man 
for the benefit of a future wife. The policies authorized by the Acts, 
except such as are effected by a wife for her separate use, are not 
subject to the debts of the insured, provided that creditors may recover 
the premiums if there was an intent to defraud, and they were paid 
out of moneys which the creditor could otherwise have seized: see 
Holt v. Everoll (24 W. R, 471, 2 Ch. D. 266), where the policy was 
effected by the husband for the benefit of his wife, and his creditors 
were held not to be entitled to recover the value of the premiums ; 
they having been, in fact, paid out of the wife’s separate property, 
and not out of moneys belonging to the husband. 

If a contract has been made with an insurance company under 
which it was intended that a policy should be issued under the 
Married Women’s Property Act, but the person entering into the con- 
tract has died before the policy has been actually made out; if the 
contract has been so far completed that the company is liable upon 
the insurance, a policy has been effected within the meaning of the 
Act: Newman v. Belsten (28 Souicrrors’ JOURNAL, 301). 

Trustee of policy.—Under the Act of 1870 a trustee of the policy 
had to be appointed by the court, but now the insured may appoint 
a trustee or trustees, and provide for the investment of the policy 
moneys (45 & 46 Vict. c. 75, s. 11), and in default of appointment 
the policy, as soon as effected, vests in the insured and his or her 
legal personal representatives in trust for the purposes for which it was 
effected. This enactment would authorize the insurance company to 
pay the money into court under the Trustee Relief Act. It was 
doubtful whether the company could take this course, although it 
had been permitted in Ze Hull (10 W. R. 37); but see Matthew v. 
Northern Assurance C». (27 W.R. 51, 9 Ch. D. 80). 

If at the time of the death of the insured, or at any time there- 
after, there may be no trustee, or if it is expedient to appoint a new 
trustee or trustees, a trustee or trustees may be appointed by any 
court having jurisdiction under the provisions of the Trustee Act, 
1850, or the Acts amending and extending the same (section 11). For 
example, if the insured dies intestate, and no administrator has been 
appointed, it would be necessary to have a trustee appointed by the 
court. The appointment was formerly made upon petition, but appli- 
cation may now be made by summons in chambers, The summons 
should be entitled, ‘‘In the Matter of the Trustee Acts, and of the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882”: Re Soutar (32 W. R. 701, 26 
Ch. D. 236), R. S. C., ord. 55, r. 13a (rule 11 of December, 1888). If 
the fund is to be retained on behalf of infants the court will not 
appoint a single trustee: Re Howson (W. N., 1885, p. 213). 

It was laid down in fe Soutar (ubi sup.) that section 10 of the Act 
of 1870 does not now remain in force for any purpose, and that a trustee 
of a policy effected under that Act cannot now be appointed there- 
under, but that the appointment must be made under the Act of 
1882. Notwithstanding this a trustee seems to have been appointed 
under the Act of 1870 in Re Howson (ubi sup.). 

Wife's interest in policy money.—If the policy is effected by a man 
for the benefit of his wife and children, and it is not stated that she 
is to have merely a life interest in the policy moneys, the wife and 
children take as joint tenants, although if the policy was taken out 
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under the Act of 1870 that Act says that the policy is in trust for the 
wife for her separate use: Re Mellor’s P.licy Trusts (26 W. R. 309, 
7 Oh. D. 200), Ry Hdwars (28 W. R. 72), Re Seyton (35 W. R. 373, 34 
Ch. D. 511), dissenting from Re Adams’ Policy Trusts (31 W. R. 810, 
23 Ch. D. 525). 

Policies effected with foreign companies—When a policy has been 
effected by an English person with a society having its domicile and 
head office out of England, it may be a question whether the pro- 
visions of the Married Women’s Property Acts, 1870 and 1882, which 
extend only to England and Ireland, apply to it. A contract is 
deemed to be a contract of the place where it is made, unless it is 
positivel to be performed elsewhere. Thus a policy of insurance 
executed in England on a French ship, for a French owner, on a 
voyage from one French port to another, is an English contract, and 
all the rights, duties, and obligations growing out of such a contract 
would be governed by English law: Story, Conflict of Laws, 27Sa, 
317, citing Don v. Lippmann (5 Cl. & F. 1). Ina policy of insurance 
there is not usually any stipulation that payment of the policy money 
is to be made in a particular place, so in order that the English law 
may apply to such a policy, issued by an insurance company from an 
office not situated in England or Ireland, it would seem that 
there must be some expression in the policy shewing that such 
is the intention: Ex parte Dever, Re Suse (18 Q. B. D. 660), unless 
the deed of settlement, or some Act relating to the insurance 
company, deals with the matter. For instance, in 47 & 48 Vict. 
c. xxiv. and 45 & 46 Vict. c. lxxv., local Acts dealing with the Scot- 
tish Provident Institution and the Scottish Widows’ Fund, there are 
express provisions that every policy effected by a person described 
therein as of any place in England or Ireland shall be deemed to 
have been effected in England, or Ireland, with an insurance com- 
pany having its domicile and head office in London, or Dublin, as the 
casé may be, even although the contrary appears upon the face of the 

licy. Possibly similar provisions may have been made in the case 
of other companies. 








REVIEWS. 
FORESHORES. 


A HIsToRY OF THE FORESHORE, AND THE LAW RELATING THERETO; 
WITH A HITHERTO UNPUBLISHED TREATISE BY LORD HALE: 
Lorp Hate’s “ DE JuRE Maris,” AND HALL’s Essay ON THE 
RIGHTS OF THE CROWN ON THE SEASHORE. THIRD EDITION. 
WitH NOTES AND AN APPENDIX RELATING TO FISHERIES. By 
StuarT A. Moore, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


It is difficult within the limits of a review to deal adequately with 
this important work. In the introduction we are told that the 
original intention was simply to prepare a new edition of ‘‘ Hall on 
the Seashore,” but when the author discovered, as he thought, that 
that book was unfair in argument and written in ignorance of the 
true facts of the case, he was led to produce instead the bulky 
volume now before us. It may be said to contain the whole history 
and literature of the subject, so arranged as to lead to the fiual con- 
fusion of Mr. Hall and his arguments, and the Board of Trade and 
their practice. Whether this result has been attained, the reader 
must judge ; it will be sufficient for us to call attention to Mr. Stuart 
Moore’s methods. 

In the first place these reflect immense credit on his industry. The 
first nine chapters give a history of dealings with the foreshore from 
Saxon times down to the reign of Elizabeth, and they are founded 
on a great number of documents carefully abstracted from the ancient 
records. In this, of course, Mr. Stuart Moore is an expert. The two 
points he makes are, first, that the early Saxon and Norman grants 
of manors did as a general rule include the foreshore; in pp. 24—27 
hs sums up the results of his researches all round the coast of 
England, alleging that the Crown had parted with almost the whole 
of it before the end of the reign of John. And, secondly, in the very 
minute inquiries which were made by Edward I. as to encroachments 
on the royal rights, and which are preserved in the Hundred Rolls 
aid Quo Warranto Rolls, there is no trace of any assertion of the 
Crown’s title to foreshore, although such rights as the franchise of 
Wreck are frequently brought into question. This prepares the way 
for the attack on the modern theory of law which is opened in 
ehapter X. The Crown's assertion of title to foreshore, we are told, 
was part of the undue straining of the royal prerogative which 
marked the Tudor and Stuart dynasties, and was carried out by greedy 
title-hunters and subservient judges. Its origin is traced to a 
painphlet by a certain Mr. Digges, which was designed: to prove that 
the shore belonged absolutely to the Crown, and that neither 

scription nor in any other way, save only by special 
grant, could a subject have any right therein (p. 191). This 
pamphlet Mr. Stuart Moore prints at length (pp. 185-211), 
and he follows it up with a chapter headed ‘‘ Proceedings by Digges,” 





wherein the reader may see how this worthy obtained for himself 
divers ‘‘ fishing grants” from the Crown, and endeavoured, on the 
strength of his theory, to oust the occupants. In this he failed; and 
so far Mr. Moore is triumphant, but now he has to plunge into the 
manifold iniquities of James I. and Charles I. Under Plixabeth it 
had, of course, been decided in Constable's case (5 Rep. 107) that the 
foreshore may be parcel of a manor, and this seems to su that 
otherwise it would be in the Crown, but we are told that the first 
decision in favour of the prima facie title of the Crown was 
Attorney-General v. Philpott in 1631 (p. 262). It is suggested, how- 
ever, that that decision was really given through subservience to the 
Crown, and by judges some of whom shewed a similar subservience 
in the ship money case. 

How the matter would have resulted had there been nothing but 
this for courts at a later date to go upon it is impossible to say, but 
a definite direction was now given to the law by the treatise ‘‘ De Jure 
Maris,”’ which appears to be rightly attributed to Sir Matthew Hale. 
It seems to us that Mr. Stuart Moore unnecessarily incumbers his 
book by printing not only the completed work but also an ear'fer 
draft copy of it, and as all that is necessary for his argument is to be 
found in the later copy, it is not easy to see why this had been done. 
Sir Matthew Hale lays it down as admitted law ‘‘that de jure com- 
mnni (land) between high and low water mark doth primd fucie be- 
long to the king,”’ though he points out the ways in which it may 
nevertheless be in the subject. But while the law was thus being 
settled the zeal of the Crown declined, and ali through the 
eighteenth century little was done to reap the fruits of it. 

In 1830, however, Mr. Hall published his work on the seashore, 
and in 1830 ‘‘the Commissioners of Woods and Forests began 
actively to revive the claims of the Crown to foreshore, which 
practically lain dormant for upwards of a century.” At this point 
Mr. Stuart Moore leaves behind him the tyrannies of the past, and 
devotes himself to the enemies he is especially concerned to combat. 
Of course we admit the truth and justice of much which he says, 
and since his book was published the Court of Appeal has protested, 
through Lord Justice Lopes, thatthe usual Crown proceedings by way of 
English information are dilatory and oppressive. At the same time 
the protest has recoiled somewhat on themselves, for it ap that 
this procedure has only continued through the neglect of the judges 
to make rules to alter it. How they are now proceeding to repai 
this neglect, and when the results will be revealed to the world, Mr. 
Stuart Moore probably knows better than wedo. But the mangoes 
in which he sets about his crusade goes far to spoil a case which 
might well command our sympathy. His blows are chiefly dealt at 
the arguments of Mr. Hall, and at a certain memorandum as to the 
policy of the Board of Trade issued in 1866 by Sir T. H. Farrer, 
when the management of the foreshores was handed over to that 
department. In neither case do we think he is quite fair. Ae te 
Mr Hall he makes two charges—first, in referring to the treati 
‘De Jure Maris,” he says that when it is in favour of the Crown’s 
title Mr. Hall quotes it as Lord Hale’s, but when adverse, then he 
speaks of it as ‘‘the treatise ascribed to Lord Hale” (p. 461) ; and, 
secondly, that he pervert’s Lord Hale’s arguments. But it does not 
seem to us that either of these charges are sustained, As to the first, 
Lord Hale and the treatise are referred +o on pp. 670, 682, 688, 694, 
and 725, and these instances, which are taken at random, by no means 
support Mr. Stuart Moore’s contention. It is true that on p. 682, 
when Mr. Hall is approaching the doctrine that a title to the shore 
may be gained by prescription, a doctrine which Lord Hale asserts, 
but which he tries to disprove, he speaks of the “ tract ascribed to Lord 
Hale,” but at p. 688, being still on the same subject, he says, ‘‘ the 
learned writer already quoted (Lord Hale).” We may dismiss, then, 
the charge that Mr. Hall used the authorship of the treatise in the 
way alleged. As to the second charge—that he has perverted Lord 
Hale’s arguments —it appears, as far as we can judge, to be equally 
groundless. An argument of Lord Hale’s, which on p. 688 Mr. 
Moore says is suppressed, will be found set out at length Wy Mr. Hall 
at p. 752; and when, in a note to p. 757, Mr. Moore says that “ com- 
ment is unnecessary on Mr. Hall’s statement of the case” in question, 
he does not observe that Mr. Hall is, at any rate, more correct than 
himself. The point under discussion is Lord Hale’s dictum that a 
title of prescription to wreck of the sea infra manerium is a 
great presumption that the shore is part of the manor, and 
upon this Mr. Hall’s criticism is reasonable enough. But Mr. Moore 
treats it as though it were a title by grant of wreck infra manerium, 
which, of course, raises wr Fs ow. We —_ 
no space left to deal with Mr. Moore’s a on memorandum 
alle by the Board of Trade; but a careful reading has failed to 
convince us that it is, after all, such a very nefarious dopument. Of 
course, if the Board of Trade is accustomed to act with entire dis- 
regard of the right of pe individuals in the foreshore, this is 
wrong, and Mr. Moore does good service in calling attention to it, 


But their course, as laid down in the memorandum, seems neither 
unreasonable nor improper. The officials are not to raise the question 
of the Crown’s title until there is some reason to think that it can be 
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raised with success; and, meanwhile, acts of ownership on the part 
of others are to be noted and reported. Moreover, the impression is 
to be cultivated that the board is acting in the interests of the public, 
and that these interests will be better served by the ownership of the 
Crown than that of individuals, In these directions what is there so 
heinous? Mr. Stuart Moore speaks of individuals as though they 
were always bond fide owners. Perhaps it sometimes bappens that a 
lord of a manor is simply building up a title by exercising modern 
acts of ownership over foreshore that has never been really his. And 
as to the general question of how the public convenience is best 
served, there may, at least, be something said for the view taken by 
the Board of Trade. 

But here we must take leave of this interesting volume. It does 
not immediately contribute very much to our knowledge of the law, 
for that has still to be won from the cases so voluminously set forth, 
and from a balancing of the arguments of Mr. Hall against the notes 
of the author. But it is a mine of useful information, and if Mr. 
Stuart Moore's style has led us somewhat to criticize his methods and 
conclusions, we are none the less grateful to him for the good service 
he has done. 


INDEX TO COUNTY COURT RULES, 


INDEX TO THE PAGES, ORDERS, RULES, ForMs, AND FEES OF THE 
County CourTRULEsS, 1889; WITH AN ALPHABETICAL LIST OF FORMS 
(REFERRING TO PAGE, ORDER, AND RULE’, AND TABLES SHEWING 
THE FEES AND SOLIciToRS' Costs ON ANY GIVEN Sum. Prepared 
by R. Hunter, Chief Clerk, County Court, Stockton-on-Tees. 
Waterlow & Sons (Limited), 


This is a very useful and meritorious compilation, which cannot fail 
to afford considerable assistance to county court practitioners and 
officials, for whom it is mainly intended, and will also be of service 
to suitors in general. The present Index, which is an adaptation to 
the new Rules of the Index to the County Court Rules, 1886, pre- 
pared by the Jate Mr. Bolsover and Mr. Hunter, is very full and 
elaborate. being far superior to the index appended to the official 
copy of the County Court Rules, 1889, which does not contain nearly 
so many separate titles, and is in all respects much less copious. The 
following titles taken from Mr. Hunter’s Index may be mentioned on 
account of their exceptional excellence—namely, ‘‘ Appeal,” 
** Costs,” ‘‘Interpleader,” ‘“‘ Judgments and Orders,” ** Judgment 
Summons,” ‘‘ Notice,” ‘‘ Order,” ‘‘ Particulars and Statement of 
Claim,” ‘‘Pariies,” ‘‘ Registrar,” ‘‘ Service,” ‘‘ Special Defences,” 
and ‘‘Summons and Plaint.”” In every instance proper references 
are given to the Orders and Rules, snd to the pages of the official 
copy of the County Court Rules, 1889, where they are to be found. 
Moreover, the fees and forms applicable are indicated in separate 
columns, while immediately after the index a complete list of the 
forms is given, alphabetically arranged. Prefixed to the Index is a 
most useful table shewing those rules which are new, altered, or 
omitted, as compared with the Rules of 1886, and tables of fees and 
solicitors’ costs, corrected to date, are also supplied, the alterations 
in the scales of solicitors’ costs being briefly indicated at p. 127. 
Bound up with the present volume are those sections of the Bank- 
ruptey Act, 1883, which relate to administration orders, together 
with the rules and forms applicable. The official list and amended 
official list of misprints in the appendix to the County Court Rules, 
1889, are both set out. It should be stated, however, that the first of 
these misprints is not really in the appendix, but in ord 7, r. 33, 
and we have already had occasion to refer to it in these columns 
(ante, p. 293), 


RAILWAY AND CANAL RATES AND TRAFFIC. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW RELATING TO RATES AND TRAFFIC ON RAIL- 
WAYS AND CANALS WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO THE RAILWAY 
AND CANAL TRAFFIC ACT, 1888, AND AN APPENDIX OF STATUTES, 
Rutes, &c. By A. K. BurrerwortH, LL.B., Solicitor, of the 
Great-Western Railway Solicitor’s Office, assisted by C. E. ELuIs, 
Barrister-at-Law. Butterworths. 


_This book is prepared with very great care and fulness, with much 
historical detail and what is especially valuable, examination into the 
special Acts of the companies (see pp. 4—16). There is also a con- 
siderable amount of independent comment, and we may specially 
commend the mode in which Hall’s case (15 Q. B. D. 505) is treated 
(p. 80). We cannot agree with the explanation offered of the all im- 
ne expression ‘‘ reasonable ”’ (p. 64) in section 86 of the Railway 

uses Act, that ‘‘ as regards amount, the fact of a rate being within 
the statutory maximum is conclusive evidence of its reasonableness,” 
but we are glad to see that Mr. Butterworth has given the common- 
place view of the maximum rates clause (p. 16) which appears in 
every railway Act passed in and since 1845. The Act of 1888, 
besides being commented on in the text, is annotated in the ap- 
pendix 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE LAND TRANSFER BILL, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—When, by the establishment of the Probate Court, proctors 
were deprived of exclusive sights of practice in probate matters, they 
were c mpensated by the Government If solicitors are now to be 
deprived of their exclusive rights as to the trausfer of land, they are 
quite as much entitled to compensation as the proctors were. 

As a country solicitor, I quite agree with your correspondents who 
advocate action in the constituencies, but too much reliance must not 
be placed upon what the Incorporated Law Society will do. Solicitors 
should lose no time in acting individually. 

I am entitled to vote in four constituencies, and, although I ama 
Conservative, my politics must now be subservient to my profession, 

March 13. A 





THE COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS BILL, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—In the present session the Lord Chancellor has introduced 
into the House of Lords a short consolidation Bill intituled “ The 
Commissioners for Oaths Bill.” 

Clause 1 is as follows: ‘‘The Lord Chancellor may from time to 
time, by commission signed by him, appoint persons being practising 
solicitors or other fit and proper persons to be commissiouers for 
oaths.” 

I would draw attention to the words ‘‘ other fit and proper persons,” 
Hitherto it has, I believe, been the rule to appoint solicitors only. I 
trust the Incorporated Law Society will keep their eye on this Bill, 
and take steps to protect the interests of solicitors. 

This is, no doubt, a small matter, but unless solicitors look keenly 
after their own interests I fear they will fare badly in the future, 
having regard to the tendency of recent legislation. 

A CoMMISSIONER FOR OATHS, 


STAMPS ON ASSIGNMENTS OF LIFE POLICIES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Your correspondent, in his letter to you last week under this 
heading, has not, I think, quoted from the Customs and Inland 
Revenue Act, 1888, quite fairly, for section 20 is in general terms, 
and has no special reference to assignments of life policies. 

These latter are dealt with in section 19, which enacts that ‘‘no 
payment shall be made to any person claiming under any such assign- 
ment unless the same is duly stamped.”’ In the face of this provision 
it seems to me most unreasonable to expect insurance companies to 
take an indemnity in respect of an unstamped deed. They should 
not be asked to assist in defrauding the Inland Revenue. 

Your correspondent should know that section 19 was inserted in 
the Act for the express purpose of putting an end to the practice 
which had become universal with bankers and others, to allow assign- 
ments to remain unstawped, relying on the company accepting an 
indemnity. It is within my knowledge that one company, at any 
rate, now insists upon all deeds being properly stamped, and I should 
be very much surprised to learn that this is not the general practice. 

March 13. H. B. 





LAW LISTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—I am vain enough to fancy I may be the humble individual 
you refer to in your notice last week of the Calendar and Law List, 
and, assuming this, I again assert that, good as are both publications 
as far as they go, they neither of them go far enough, and are not 
as perfect and useful as they might easily be made to be. Thus, I only 
received my copy of the Law List on the 9th inst., and then only did 
I know that Brown, Smith, and Jones had taken out their stamped 
certificates, and thereby been entitled for nearly the last three months 
to charge and recover costs, &c., nor did the Calendur, received & 
week earlier, help me, for that affords no information at all as to 
what solicitors have renewed their stam; ed certificates, it only giving 
a list of those solicitors who have obtained the registrar’s preliminary 
certificate, without any indication whether they subsequently matured 
them into effectual practising ones. 

At the risk of repetition, I again state, as I have heretofore shewn, 
that both publications might be made perfect in shewing that 
a solicitor has a stamped certificate continuously in force, as well 
as @ means whereby a solicitor who figures in both publications as 
practising at seven different places (to say nothing of the room taken 
up in publishing it) might indicate on what days he attends at each 
place JoHN MILLER. 

Bristol, March 12, 
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—_————_ 
[We think it might be greatly to the _e of the profession 
if our correspondent would send to the publishers of each of the 
Law - a copy of the paper he read at the Bath meeting in 1883,— 
Ep. S.J. 





STAMP ON ORDERS APPOINTING TRUSTEES UNDER THE 
SETTLED LAND ACT. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir, —Will you kindly give as much publicity to the enclosed corres- 
pondence as you did to a letter from a firm of solicitors on the same 


gubject ? NELSON WARD, Senior Registrar, 
Chancery Registrar’s Office, March 11. 
CoRRESPONDENCE, 
Chancery Registrars Chambers, 
Royal Courts of Justice, 
22nd January, 1889, 
Sir,—An important point has been raised on the subject of the 


Stamp Act. 

Ever since the passing of the Settled Land Act, 1882, it has been 
the practice of the registrars to require a 10s. stamp on orders 
appointing trustees under the 38th section of that Act, as required 
by the Stamp Act, 1870. 

Recently we are informed that the Inland Revenue authorities have 
adjudicated that the stamp is not necessary on such an order. 

The registrars will be glad to be informed for their guidance 
whether such a stamp is necessary. 

It should be stated that hundreds of orders have been already so 
stamped, and thatin the event of the decision being against the prac- 
tice there will be numerous applications for return of duty.—-I am, 
Sir, your obedient servant, NELSON WARD, Senior Registrar. 

W. H. Cousins, Esq. 


Inland Revenue, Somerset House, London, W.C., 
31st January, 1889. 

Sir,—In reply to your letter of the 22nd instant, I am directed by the 
Board of Inland Revenue to inform you that the charge of stamp duty 
inthe Stamp Act, 1870, is confined to an ‘‘ appointment of a new 
trustee.” If trustees are appointed by an order of the court 
under the 38th section of the Settled Land Act, 1882, for the purposes 
of that Act, where there had never been trustees within the definition 
in the 2nd section (which, as the board presume, was the case in the 
adjudication referred to), such trustees are not new trustees, and the 
appointment is not chargeable with any stamp duty. 

You will observe that any order appointing new trustees under the 
38th section of the Act is chargeable with the stamp duty of 10s.—I 
am, Sir, your obedient servant, W. H. Cousrns, Secretary. 

Nelson Ward, Esq. 

Chancery Registrars Office, 
4th February, 1889. 

Sir,—In your reply of the 31st ultimo the Board of Inland Revenue 
appear to rest their decision on the word ‘‘new,” used in the Stamp 
Act, 1870. The board treat the word as importing the renewal of 
the trusteeship in a person in succession to another, and not as 
applying to the person who is appointed where he has no predecessor 
in the trust. On this a further question arises. Under the 9th sec- 
tion of 15 & 16 Vict. c. 55, the court may appoint new trustees, 
whether there be any existing trustee or not at the time. Under this 
section the court has appointed a trustee where no trustee was named 
in the will: Re Davis (L. R. 12 Eq. 214), Re Gillett (25 W. R. 23), 
and Re Smirthwaite (L. R. 11 Eq. 251). In these cases the trustee 
appointed had no predecessor, and, according to the view of the 
commissioners, the court has no juri-diction to appoint him under 
a section which only authorizes the appointment of a new trustee. 

The registrars have always required a stamp under such circum- 
stances, considering that the words ‘‘ new trustee” in the Stamp Act 
must have the same meaning as the words new trustee in the Trustee 
Act, which has thus been judicially interpreted to mean a person who 
was not a trustee before the order appointed him a trustee. 

Recurring to the 38th section of the Settled Land Act, 1882, I 
desire to call the attention of the board to the wording of this section, 
which I paraphrase shortly as follows :—‘‘If there are no trustees, or 
if it is expedient to appoint new trustees, the court may appoint 
— thereby implying that the expression trustee means new 

stee. 

A practice has prevailed under the 38th section of the Settled Land 
Act, similar to that under the 15 & 16 Vict. c. 55, 8. 9, and unless I 
am misinformed, very soon after the Act came into operation, in a 
case of Re Beard, where Mr. Farrer was registrar, the opinion of the 
commissioners was obtained, and has ever since been acted upon. 

I do not understand that the commissioners make any difference 
between the cases where the persons appointed trustees for the pur- 
poses of the Act are already trustees of the will or settlement, and 
where other persons are appointed. But as such a difference has 


established that the words new trustee are not applicable to the 
of trustees who have no predecessors, it can cae no difference 
whether the persons so for the first time appointed trustees for the 
p of the Act are or are not already trustees of the will or 
= ement for other purposes. 
aving regard to the responsibility imposed upon the registrars b 

the Stamp Act, 1870, of requiring the jane to be affixed ~ an oe 
where it is necessary, and to the practice which has hitherto pre- 
vailed, the registrars propose to continue their practice of requiring 
orders under the Settled Land Act to be stamped until the board 
have arrived at a final decision on the subject, and for this reason I 
beg to suggest that the subject is extremely urgent.—I am, Sir, your 
obedient servant, NELSON WARD, Senior Registrar. 

W. H. Cousins, Esq. 


Inland Revenue, Somerset House, London, W.C., 
13th February, 1889. 

rea | laid before the Board of Inland Revenue your further 
letter of the 4th inst., I am directed to observe that it is not for them 
to question the jurisdiction of the court under the 9th section of the 
Act 15 & 16 Vict. c. 55, but that they are bound to assume that the 
court has the jurisdiction which has been, and is, exercised there- 
under, and therefore to hold that any appointment made by virtue 
of that section is an appointment of a new trustee, and consequently 
chargeable with stamp duty. 
With reference to appointments made under the 38th section of 
the Settled Land Act, 1882, the board can add but little to their 
previous letter. According to their reading of the section, a dis- 
tinction is drawn therein between an appointment of frustees and an 
appointment of new trustees, and the order recently adjudicated upon 
by them was adjudged not liable to duty, under this view. See- 
ing, however, that a different opinion appears to be held by the 
registrars, and that the practice of the court since the passing of 
the Act has been opposed to the view herein expressed, there may 
be grounds for not disturbing the existing practice pending some 
authoritative judicial decision on the point.—I am, Sir, your 
obedient servant, W. H. Cousins, Secretary. 
Nelson Ward, Esq. 








PROVINCIAL RECORDS, 


A meeting was held on Wednesday afternoon in the Lecture Hall of the 
Incorporated Law Society, Mr. B. G. Lake, the president of the society, 
in the chair, to consider the best means for insuring the eafe custody and 
preservation of provincial records. 

Letters from several well-known antiquaries and others expressing 
regret at their inability to attend were read. 
Mr. W. P. W. Phillimore then proposed the formation of a central 
record board, presided over by the Master of the Rolls, which should 
report upon the condition and custody of provincial records. It was 
eannestel also that county record offices should be formed under the 
auspices of the county councils, in which might ultimately be deposited, 
not merely county records, but parish registers and other local muniments, 
with provision also for the inclusion of private documents for safe custody 
—the adoption of the scheme to be within certain limits voluntary in 
each county, and due regard had for vested interests. 

After some discussion the following resolution was adopted :—‘' That 
the time has arrived for taking steps to secure the safer custody and pre- 
servation of local records, and that to effect this object it is desirable that 
ae A record offices should be established as depositories for local 
records.” 


A committee was then appointed to ascertain how such a scheme could 
best be carried out. 








The Shropshire Law Society has passed a resolution gratefully 
recognizing the vigorous and judicious action of the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society in connection with the passing of the 
Solicitors Act and the Trustee Act and the Land Charges Regis. 
tration and Searches Act, and congratulating them on their 


success. 


The St. James’s Gazette soys that at the end of last week Mr. Justice 
Hawkins, at Winchester, made some stron remarks upon the unnecessary 
cruelty of compelling persons to await their trial in prison when they 
might just as well be let out on bail. He has frequently endeavoured to 
draw the attention of magistrates to their duty in such cases, and his 
observations at Winchester were cordially indorsed by a jury which had 
just acquitted a poor girl committed many weeks ago (on very slender 
evidence) to take her trial for concealment of birth. She had been kept 
in prison from the time when she became fit to be moved from the work- 
house infirmary; and having elicited the fact that her parents were 
respectable people, living near the place where she was committed, the 
judge emphatically said that in such cases as her’s bail should have 
been allowed, and that the girl’s own recognizances would have been 





been sometimes suggested, I would observe that if it be once 


quite sufficient, 
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CASES QF THE WEEK.* 
Court of Appeal, 
RHODES ». SWITHENBANK—No. 1, 14th March. 


Pracatce—Next Frisnp—Avutnority TO Warve ArpgAL IN OConsIDERA- 
TION OF CosTs. 


This was an . aN from the decision of a divisional court (Denman 
and Hawkins, JJ.). The action was brought under the Employers 
Liability Act in the Leeds County Court by the plaintiff, a girl of fifteen 
years o4, suing by her next friend, against her master for injuries sus- 
tained in consequence of his alleged negligence. The plaintiff was non- 
suited, and counsel for the defendant said tbat if the plaintiff would 
undertake not to appeal he would not ask for costs. This was ayreed to 
by the plaintiff's counsel, but some time afterwards notice of appeal was 
given. The Divisional Court held that the appeal could not be brought, 
but gave the plaintiff leave to appeal on the question whether the 
authority of counsel to so compromise an appeal was binding on an in- 
fant suing by her next friend. 

Tus Ccvrr (Loxp Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Fray, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R, said that the next friend bad undoubtedly 
the whole conduct of the case, but anything done by him outside the 
conduct of the case must be, in the opinion of the court, for the benefit 
ofthe infant. Here the agreement not to bring an appeal in corsidera- 
tion of costs being waived was something outside the conduct of the 
case. Was it, then, for the benefit of the infant? The plaintiff was im- 
pecunious and had no estafe, and neither circuitoutly nor directly could 
she be compelled to pay the costs. The only person, therefore, who 
would be liable for the costs would be the next friend. That liability be 
had escaped by giving up the plaintiff’s right of appeal, which might be 
of incomparable value to her. No doubt the compromise was entered 
into fairly and honestly, but it was not for the benefit of the infant, and 
was not binding upon her. The appeal might therefore be brought. 
Bowen, L.J., said that the only reason why a prochein amy could bind an 
infant in matters relating to the conduct of a cas? was that he was an 
officer of the court and was assumed to be acting for the infant’s benefit. 
There might be some means by which the next friend might obtain in- 
demnity from the infant for his liability to costs. That was not 
material now. It was clear here that the infant could not pay the costs, 





and she got no benefit by their not being asked for, while she lost a 
benefit by the right of appeal being given up. The compromise was 


Fry, 
| 
| 


therefore not beneficial to her, and was not binding upon her. 
L.J., said that the next friend had no power to enter into a compromise 
by which the infant gave up a right and the next friend took the benefit. 
—CounssL, Archibald ; Courthope-Munro, Soxrtcrrors, Hamlin, Grammer, 
§ Hamhn; Emmet, Son, § Stubbs. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
YATES v. COUSINS—Kay, J., 6th March. 


PARTNERSHIP—DissoLuTION—Return oF Premium—Nortice to Disso.ve 
GIVEN BY PARTNER wHO ReEcelvep tHE Premium — Events CONTEM> | 
PLATBD BY PARTNERS. 


This was sn action for dissolution of partnership and return of a 
premium which had been paid by the plaintiff to the defendant. By the 
articles the plaintiff and the defendant agreed to enter iato partnership 
for seven years from the Ist of June, 1885, ‘‘unless the eame shall be 
previously determined under the provisions hereinafter contained.” The 
plaintiff was to pay to the defendant £300, ‘‘ as consideration for entering 
upon the said partnership.”” The 18th clause was as follows :—‘' Either 
party may retire from the firm at the end of any year of the partnership | 
term upon giving to the other partner, or leaving at the place where the | 
business is carried on, twelve calendar months’ previous notice in writing 
in that behalf ; in such case the other partner shall be at liberty to purchase 
the share of the retiring partner in the property of the firm upon giving to 
him, or leaving at the said place of business, a notice in writing to that 
effect at any time before the determination of the partnership by reason 
of the first-mentioned notice.” The 19th provided that “if either party 
shall commit a wilful breach of these articles, or act contrary to the good | 
faith which ought to be observed between partners, or shall become 
incapable, by reason of lunacy or otherwise, to take his part in the 
management of the business,” the other partner might expel him by one 
calendar month's notice in writing, and the partner giving such notice 
might also buy the share of the expelled partner. There was no pro- | 
vision for returning the premium. The defendant gave notice to the 

laintiff to ‘‘ dissolve the partnership in manner provided by article 18.” | 

he plaintiff did not give notice to purchase, but brought this action. 
The defendant alleged that the plaintiff neglected the business to such an 
extent that dissolution was necessary. 

Kay, J., said that it was well settled that if it would be inequitable for 
the partner who had received the premium to retain it the court would | 
order him to return it. It was settled that the determination of the part- | 





nership by death or bankruptcy must have been in the contemplation of | i 


the partners, so thatin euch cases the 
Nor woul 


premium ought not to be returned. | 
duct of t 


it be returned where the dissolution was caused by the miscon- 
e partner who had paid it. The case here was practically 


* These cases are specially reported for the Soricrrors’ 


appointed in the different courts. JouRNAL by barristers 


identical with Bond v. Milbourn (20 W.R. 197), where Bacon, V.C., held 
that there was no right toa return of the premium, and he should follow 
that decision The plaintiff had also behaved in such a way that the 
partnership business could no longer be carried on. His lordship dis. 
missed with costs the claim fora return of the premium, and ordered a 
dissolution, realization of the assets, and accounts.—CovnsgL, Ince, Q ©,, 
and Rose Innes; Marten, Q.0., and L. Field. Sortcirons, 4. E. Griffiths ; 
Field, Roscoe, & C»., for E. Challinder, Hastings. 


Re BURGOYNE’S TRADE-MARK—Chitty, J., 28th February, 


Trape-Mask—Parents, &c., Act, 1883, s. 64—Parents, &c, Act, 1888, 
s. 10—Inventep Worp—Fancy Worn. 


This was an application, made in December, 1887, to register “‘Oomoo” 
as a trade-mark in respect of wines and spirits. The applicant traded as 
the Australian Vineyards Association. The application was opposed by 
the Australian Wine Co., on the grounds that the word ‘‘Oomoo”’ was 
similar to the word ‘‘Emu’”’ (the bird and the word being their registered 
mark), and also that the word ‘‘ Oomoo,’’ being an adjective in the abori- 
ginal language of Austialia, signifying “ choice,”’ was not an ‘“‘ invented 
word, or a word having no reference to the character or quality of the 
goods’’ within the Patents, &c., Act, 1888, s. 10, or if that Act was not 
retrospective, was not a“ fancy word’’ within the Patents Act, 1883, s. 64: 
Re Davis, Berghendahl, & Co.’s Trade-Mark (Bokil) (ante, p. 11) and Re 
Jackson's Trade-Mark (Kokoko) (6 Patent, &c., Rep. 80), were referred to. 

Curry, J., held that the objection as to similarity failed. With rege 
to the objection that the mark was bad under the Act of 1888, he held 
that section 10 was not retrospective in reference to marks applied for 
antecedently to the commencement of the present year, when that Act 
came into operation; and he so held, not only because section 27 of the 
Act of 1888 saved ‘‘ rights acquired’? before the commencement of the 
Act, but also because of the well-known principle that an Act was not 
retrospective unless it contained words clearly making it so. Then came 
the question whether the word ‘‘Oomoo”’ was or was not a fancy word not 
in common use. No evidence of its userin this country as a word for 
‘*choice’’ had been produced, nor had, indeed, books such as grammars, 
&c., been produced in support of the respondent’s statement that it 
meant ‘choice’? in any language, whether aboriginal or not. In this 
country it was obviously a meaningless word. No one had been shewn to 
have ever asked for a glass of ‘‘Oomoo.’’ Was it less a faney word 
because somebody had heard that it was used by the aboriginal imhabi- 
tants of Australia as meaning “‘choice’?? He thought not. If an English 
trader took words from a language used in the centre of Africa, he 
thought it would be going too far to hold generally that such words could 
not be fancy words. If, however, a trader took European, &c., words, the 
case was different, for such words had a definite meaning among the 
numerous persons in England who understood the languages in which the 
words could be found. The test, as had been said in the Appeal Court 
(Re Van Duzer’s Trade-Mark (35 W. R. 294, 34 Oh. D. 623)), was whether 
the word made use of conveyed a meaning to an ordinary Englishman. If 
it did, it had a meaning; if it did not, it might be a fency word. The 
view he took was that, granting that ‘‘Oomoo’’ did mean “‘choice”’ 
among the aboriginal inhabitants of Australia, it carried no linguistic 
meaning to an ordinary Englishman or to Englishmen in any numbers. 
It was, therefore, to all intents and purposes a meaningless word. It 
was also meaningless to persons where the wine trade was likely to be car- 
ricd on, for to say that a trade might be done by the applicant and his 
fellow traders among the aboriginal inhabitants of Australia was pressing 
things beyond reasonable extremes. The result was that the applicant was 
entitled to registration. He had only to add that he would have come to 
the same conclusion as the present upon section 10 of the Act of 1888, but 
in the view he took of that enactment not being retrospective, it was sufll- 
cient to say that the word was not a fancy word under section 64 of the 
Act of 1883.—CounseL, Romer, Q.C.; Byrne, Q.C. Soxtcrrors, Ware, 
Hawes, § Wood; Rocpers § Whately. 


Re PARRY, POWELL v. PARRY—North, J., 7th March. 


Witt — Construction — AccumuLaTION CLAusE—VALIpiTy — THELLUSSON 
Act (39 & 40 Gzo. 3, c. 98). 


A question arose in this case as to the effect and validity of an eccu- 
mulation clause in a will. The testator bequeathed a sum of Conaols to 
trustees, on trust to pay the income of the respective parts thereof specifi- 
cally mentioned (which parts together made up the whole of the fund) 
to the persons respectively named in the will. The will then con- 
tained the following clause :—‘‘ The dividends accruing after the death of 
any of the aforesaid legatees to be re-invested and added to the. said prin- 
cipal, which, when all the said annuitants are dead, I give to my great- 
nephew F. C. Parry.”” And the testator bequeathed the residae of his 
property on trust for five persons in equal shares, one of those 
being I’. C. Parry. One of the tenants for life being dead, this summens 
was taken out for the purpose of obtaining a decision whether F. 9. 
Parry was entitled to have that proportion of the Cousols, the incame of 
which had been paid to the deceased tenant for life, at once transferred to 
him. It was contended that the Thellusson Act did not apply, because, 
as the law stood before that Act was passed, the testator could not have 
mpoered a direction for the accumulation of the income of a fund to which 
a person of full age was absolutely entitled. 

Nortu, J., held that the Act applied, and that so much of the income 
of the fund (constituted of the original sum of Consols and subsequent 
accumulations) as was not payable to tenants for life would, after the 
expiration of the term of twenty-one years from the death of the testator 


| and until the death of the last surviving tenant for life, fall into the 
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residue. 
CouNsBL, Woodroffe; E. P. Hewitt; Alfred Smith. Souicrrors, Rehinson, 
Preston, & Stowe. 

Re HOWE MACHINE CO.—North, J., 8th March. 


Security FoR Costs—Forsicner restpinc in Scortanp—Cram In Winp- 
inc ur or A Company—Power To Enrorce Orper in Scortanp= 
JvpGMeNts Extenston Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vicr. c. 54)—Jvpicatvre Act, 
1873, s. 76-—R. 8. C., XLIL., 26. 

The question in this case was, whether Fountaine, who had carried in a 


claim to prove in the winding up of this company, ought to be ordered to | 


give security for costs. The claimant was a domiciled foreigner, but was 
residing in Scotland. He had brought an action in the Queen’s Bench 
Division against the company for the sum which he now claimed, and, 
upon the order being made to wind up the company, the action was trans- 
ferred to the Chancery Division to the judge who had made the winding- 
up order, and the proceedings in the action were stayed. It was argued 
that, if the action had proceeded, security for costs would not have been 
required, because, by virtue of the Judgments Extension Act, 1868, and 
section 76 of the Judicature Act, 1873, the judgment in the action could 
have been enforced by the Scotch court. The claim in the winding up 
having been substituted for the action, the claimant, it was said, ought to 
stand in the same position with regard to security for costs. 

Norts, J., held that security must be given. He said that the com- 
bined effect of the above statutes was to make a judgment of avy division 
of the High Court enforceable in Scotland and Ireland, and therefore in 
an action by the claimant in the Chancery Division security for costs 
would not have been ordered. But an order upon a clain in the winding 
up of a company was not a ‘‘ judgment”’ enforceable in Scotland under 
those Acts. —CovnssgL, Napier Higgins, Q.C., and H. M. Finch ; Cozens- Hardy, 
Q.C., and A. Brown. Soxrtwrrors, Rollit & Sons ; F. W. Smart. 


TURTON ». TURTON—North, J., 12th March. 


Trave Name—Use or Simtnar Name—Fravp—lInsuxction—Oosts on 
Hicuer Scare. 


This action was brought to restrain the defendants from using a trade 
name similar to the name of the plaintiffs. The plaintiffs were a limited 
company, incorporated by registration under the Companies Acts, though 
consisting of only seven shareholders. The name of the company was 
“ Thomas Turton & Sons (Limited).’’ It had been formed in 1886 to pur- 
chase the business of a firm which had carried on for many years in Shef- 
field the business of merchants and manufacturers of steel and plates under 
the style of ‘‘ Thomas Turton & Sons,’’ and had acquired a high reputation 
in the United Kingdom and in the Colonies, as well asin Europe, America, 
and India. The defendant John Turton had carried on in Sheffield for 
many years a business of a similarnature, under the firm of ‘‘ John Turton 
&Co.”’? In June, 1888, he took his two sons into partnership with him in 
the business, and they then adopted the name ‘‘ John Turton & Sons’’ as 
the name of their firm. The plaintiff company shortly afterwards com- 
menced this action, claiming by their writ an injunction to restrain the 
defendants, John Turton and his two sons, from carrying on the businesses 
of merchants and manufacturers of steel and of plates under the firm of 
“John Turton & Sous,’’ or any other firm or style so closely resembling 
the plaintiffs’ name as to be calculated to deceive. The plaintiffs moved 
for an interim injunction, and on the motion coming on to be heard it was 
arranged that it should stand to the trial of the action, and that the 
trial should be advanced. The action was set down for trial on affidavit 
evidence. Affidavits were made on behalf of the plaintiffs by a number of 
persons engaged in the trade to the effect that the plaintiffs’ predecessors in 
business had been generally known and spoken of by customers and others 
simply as ‘‘ Turton & Sons’’; that since the formation of the limited 
company that name had still been generally used to describe the plain- 
tiffs; and that the name which the defendants had adopted would cer- 
tainly lead to confusion, and mislead persons who intended to order goods 
from the plaintiffs into sending their orders to the defendants. A large 
number of persons engaged in the trade made affidavits on behalf of 
the defendants to the effect that the names of the plaintiff company and of 
the defendants’ firm were sufficiently distinctive to prevent any confusion 
between the two. And it was urged on behalf of the defendants that 
they had acted with perfect bond fides, and that, in the absence of 
fraud, the court would not interfere to prevent them from using a 
name which was the natural and accurate description of their firm. 

Noxtu, J., held that the plaintiffs were entitled to the injunction which 
they claimed. He was satisfied that the defendants had acted honestly, 
and that, independently of the use of the name of their firm, which they 
had used in the honest belief that they were entitled to do so, they had 
made no attempt to pass off their goods as those of the plaintiffs’. But 
he thought it was not necessary for the plaintiffs to prove a fraudulent in- 
tention on the part of the defendants. The law was clearly laid down by 
the Court of Appeal in Hendriks v. Mcntagu (17 Ch. D. 638) to the effect 
that 1t was sufficient to entitie the plaintiff to an injunction if, without 
any intention to deceive, the use of the pame by the defendant was in fact 
calculated to deceive. And this applied whether the name uced was a mere 
fancy name or the defendant’s own name, or the name which would be 
naturally used to describe his firm. On the evidence his lordship came to 
the conclusion that the name which the defendants were using was calcu- 
lated to deceive, though he acquitted them of any intention to use it for 
the purpose of deception. He suspended the operation of the injunction 
pending an appeal, on the undertaking of the deferdants to give notice of 
appeal within fourteen days, and to prosecute the appeal with due dili- 
gence, and he gave the plaintiffs costs on the higher ecale. 











Consequently F, C. Parry was entitled to the immediate transfer 
of only one-fifth part of the share of the Consols now in question.— 


It was then arranged between the counsel for the parties that the order 
should be in the following form :—‘‘ Restrain the defendants from carry- 
ing on business under the firm of ‘John Turton & Sons,’ or under any 
other firm containing the words ‘Turton & Sons’ or ‘Turton & Son’ in 
conjunction.’,—CounsEL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., Moulton, QC., and John 
| Cutler; Sir H. Davey, Q.C., and Chadwyck Healey. Sortcrrors, Johns:m, 
| Weatherall, & Sturt ; Pattsson, Wigg, § Hing. 





THE NORTHERW ASSURANCE CO. +. HARRISON—North, J., 9th March. 


RENT-CHARGE SECURED ON Guiene Lanp—AcTIion TO RAISE ARRBARS TY 
SaLte—Notice ro Patron or Livine. 


This action was brought to raise, by 1 sale of glebe land belonging to a 
rectory, the arrears of a rent-charge secured on the land. The rector was 
| the only defendant. The rent-charge had been created, under the pro. 
visions of a special Act of a land company, and by virtue of an absolute 
order of the Inclosure Commissioners, for the purpose of repaying, by aseries 
of annual iastalments, the principal and interest of a sum advanced by 
the company under the authority of their Act to pay the cost of improve- 
ments in farm buildings and otherwise upon the glebe land. The plain- 
tiffs were assignees of the rent-charge. 

Noxtn, J., thought that notice cught to be given to the patron of the 
living, in order that he might have an opportunity, in case he desired it, 
of keeping down the rept-charge. The case was ordered to stand over for 
this purpose.—Counsgt, A. R. Kirby. Soxtcrrors, Ashurst, Morris, Cr.sp, 
§ Co. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
LISTER v, WOOD—12th March. 


County Cournt—Action Drsmissep at Hearntnc—Powsr or Country Covurr 
JupGE TO GRANT New Tria oN Ground THAT HIS DECISION WAS WRONG 
in Law—Fvencrvs Orricio—Proutition, 


This was an application for a writ of prohibition to be issued to the 
judge of the county court of Yorkshire, restraining him from proceeding 
to hear a new trial of an action which had been tried before him. The 
question was whether a county court judge, who has dismissed an action 
at the hearing on the ground that he had no jurisdiction to try it, can after- 
wards, on being satisfied that he was wrong in that decision, order a new 
trial. The plaintiff was the lord of the manor of Grewelthorpe, and he 
claimed nominal damages for trespass on Grewelthorpe Moor caused by 
the defendant stocking the said moor with sheep, or otherwise allowing 
them to depasture thereon, and also claimed an injunction. The defend- 
ant contended that he had, by prescriptive user, established a right to 
depasture the said moor in respect of a farm, of which he was tenant, and 
for which he paid a rent of £70 a year. The action came on for hearing 
in the Ripon County Court on the 10th of November, 1888. The county 
court judge, being of opinion that the right of pasture alleged by the 
defendant was an easement appurtenant to land exceeding in value £20 a 
year, held that the jurisdiction of the county court was ousted by virtue 
of section 12 of the County Courts Act, 1867. He therefore dismissed 
the action with costs. Subsequently the plaintiff gave the defendant 
| notice of his intention to apply for a new trial, and on the 12th of 
| January, 1889, the county court judge, after hearing both parties, made 

un order for a new trial, on the ground that his decision at the hearing 
| was wrong in point of law in this respect—viz., that the right of pasture 
was not an easement, as he had considered, but was of the nature of a 
profit. Section 12 of the County Courts Act, 1867, is as follows :—** The 
county courts shall have jurisdiction to try avy action in which the title 
to any corporeal or incorporcal hereditaments shall come in question, 
where neither the value of the lands, tenements, or hereditaments in dis- 
pute, nor the rent payable in respect thereof, shall exceed the sum of 
twenty pounds by the year, or in case of an easement or licence where 
neither the value nor reserved rent of the lands, tenements, or heredita- 
ments in respect of which the easement or licence is claimed, or on, 
through, over, or under which such easement or licence is claimed, shall 
exceed the sum of twenty pounds by the year." The defendaut now 
applied for a writ of prohibition to restrain the hearing oi a new trial. 
It was argued on his behalf that the county court judge, having 
dismissed the action on the ground that he had no jurisdiction, was functus 
officio, and had no power afterwards to grant a new trial. The defendant's 
case was that the right of pasture set up by him was an incorporeal 
hereditament exceeding in value £20 a year, and on tbat ground tho 
judge was right in comivg to the conclusion that he had no juriediction by 
virtue of section 12 of the Act of 1867. But, whether he was right or 
wrong, he had no power to reverse his own decision: Irving v. Askew (18 
W. R. 467, L. R. 5 Q. B. 208); Reg. v. County Court Judge of Greenwich (37 
W. R. 132); Jones v. Jones, 17 L. J. Q. B. 170. On the part of the 
plaintiff it was argued that Irving v. Askew was an attempt to prevent an 
appeal, and Jones v. Jones was an attempt to alter a judgment hind the 
backs of the parties. 2R-g.v. County Court Judge of Greenwich was really in 
the plaintiff's favour. , 

Tur Court (Hvuppueston, B., and Manisty, J.) dismissed the application. 
The county court judge had at the original hearing imagined that bis 
juriediction was ousted by virtue of section 12 of the Act of 1867. But 
it was not clear that this right of pasture, which was undoubtedly an in- 
corporeal hereditament, was worth more than £20 a year. In that respect 
the county court judge went wrong. He afterwards came to the conclu- 
sion that he had been wrong, and he very properly decided to put the 
matter right. It was said that his firet d om was final, and that he 
had no power to grant a new trial. The cases which had been cited, how- 





ever, did not bear out that contention. Nobody denied that a county 
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cours judge might under some circumstances grant a new trial. The 
previous County Court Acts (see section 89 of the Act of 1846, which 
applied to the present case), as well as the new County Court Act of 1888 
(section 93), clearly shewed that such power was very wide. Their lord- 
ships had no doubt the judge bad power to do as he had done in the 
present case.—Covnse, Courthope-Munroe ; Macaskie. Soxicrtors, Emmet, 
Son, § Stubbs ; Toovey. 


Bankruptcy Cases, 
Ex parte HESTER, Re HESTER—C. A. No. 1, Ist March. 


Banxkrurtcy—Receivinc Orper—Resctssion— JuRIspIcTION— DiscRRTION 
or JupGe—Consent or att Creprrors—Bankruptcy Act, 1883, ss. 18, 
35, 104 


The auestion in this case was, whether a receiving order ought to be 
reecinded, all the debtor’s creditors having consented in writing to the 
rescission. The debts had not been paid in full, though some of the 
creditors had given receipts in full for their debts. No meeting of the 
creditors had been held, but the debtor bad gone to them and had made 
arrangements with them separately. A divisional court (Cave and Charles, 
JJ.), on appeal from a county court, had refused to rescind the order. 
Section 104 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, provides that every court having 
jurisdiction in bankruptcy may rescind any order made by it under its 
bankruptcy jurisdiction. Section 35 provides that ‘‘ where, in the opinion 
of the court, a debtor ought not to have been adjudged bankrupt, or 
where it is proved to the satisfaction of the court that the debts of the 
bankrupt are paid in full, the court may, on the application of any person 
interested, by order annul the adjudication.’” No similar power is 
expressly given with regard to a receiving order, but rule 208 of the 
Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, provides that when a composition or scheme 
under section 18 is approved of by the court, the receiving order shall be 
rescinded. 

Tue Count (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowenand Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the 
decision. Lord Esner, M.R, said that Er parte Carr (85 W. R 150) laid 
down that the rescission of a receiving order was a matter of discretion, 
and that, when the court below had exercised its discretion, the Court of 
Appeal would pause long before it interfered. That case also decided 
that in exercising its discretion the court must in each case have all the 
facts before it, and must say upon consideration of all the facts whether 
the discretion had been rightly or wrongly exercised. Then Lx parte Dixon 
and Cardus (ante, p. 93, 37 W. R. 161) seemed to say that when a receiving 
order had been made, and the debts had not been subsequently paid in full, 
and it was not suggested that the receiving order had been wrongly made 
in the first intance, any proposal by the debtor of something less thana pay- 
ment of his debts in full must be in the nature of a scheme or arrangement, 
and that, if that arrangement was not one which in substance would 
satisfy the conditions of section 18 of the Act, and it was possible to pass 
a scheme with all the formalities required by section 18, it was a strong 
circumstance for the court to consider that the debtor did not proceed 
under section 18, but proposed, instead, to have the receiving order 
rescinded, aud to get rid of the contro] of the court. In Ez parte Dixon 
and Cardus the court refused to decide that, when the arrangement pro- 
posed was equivaient to a scheme under section 18, and the court thought 
it safe, the formalities required under section 18 must necessarily be gone 
through. It was not necessary to decide that now. Here the debtor had 
obtained the consent of his creditors, but not in the way pointed out by sec- 
tion 18, at a meeting and after full discussion. He had not got their 
consents upon payment in full, but they had given receipts in full. When 
creditors did that it was a badge of folly, and the authorities shewed that, 
even in the case of a scheme under section 18, the creditors’ consent was 


not sufficient. The court must consider, not only whether the scheme | 


was for the benefit of all the creditors, but also whether it was detri- 
mental to commercial :: wrality, and to the interests of the public at large. 
The debtor's proposal might place his future creditors in imminent dan- 
ger. In this case his lordship was not satisfied that to rescind the 


receiving order, under the circumstances, would be for the benefit of the | 


creditors, and he was of opinion that it would create imminent danger to 


future creditors. Bowkrn, i.J , concurred. Fry, LJ, said that one of | 


the objects of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, was to discourage, if not to put 


an end to, private arrangements between a debtor and his creditors, | 
which were often of a scandalous nature, and the occasions of undue pre- | 
ference. He should hesitate long before allowing private arrangements | 
to creep in under the Act —CounseL, Winslow, Q.C., and Cooper Willis ; | 


Sir B. Clarke, 8.G., and Muir Mackenzie. Souicrrors, John Nicholls ¢ 
Co. ; Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 


Ez parte MORGAN, Re MORGAN—C. A. No. 1, 22nd February. 


Bankruptcy—LeasgHoLtp Property or BANKRUPT—DISCLAIMER BY TRUS- 
TEE—APPLICATION FOR VesTING ORDER—PERSONS TO KE SERVED—DIscre- 
TION OF JuDGE—BankrvPptcy Act, 1883, s. 55. 


A quertion arose in this case as to the proper persons to be served with 
notice of an application, under sub-section 6 of section 55 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1883, for a vesting order in relation to leasehold property of a 
bankrupt, which had been disclaimed by the trustee in the bapkrup'tcy 
Baynton granted a lease of the property to John Morg € 
the lease to Evans. Evans assigned the lease to M. VU Morgan, and the latter 
mortgaged the property by way of sub-demise to Ward. M. C. Morgan 
became bankrupt, and his trustee disclaimed the lease. Baynton then 
sued John Morgan, the original lessee, on his covenant for the rent, and John 
Morgan thereupon applied under sub-section 6 for an order that Ward should 


elect either to accept an order vesting the property in him, subject to the 
same liabilities and obligations as the bankrupt was subject to under the 
lease in respect of the property at the date when the bankruptcy petition 
was filed, or to be excluded from all interest in and security upon the 
property. The only person served with notice of the application was 
Ward, and Mr. Registrar Hazlitt refused to make the order, on the ground 
that Evans, as an assignee of the property, should have been brovght before 
thecourt. Sub-section 6 provides that ‘‘the court may, on application by 
any person either claiming any interest in any disclaimed property, or 
under any liability not discharged by this Act in respect of any disclaimed 
property, and on hearing such persons as it thinks jit, make an order for the 
vesting of the property in or delivery thereof to any person entitled 
thereto, or to whom it may svem just that the same should be delivered by 
way of compensation for such liability as aforesaid, or to a trustee for him, 
and on such terms as the court thinks just.”’ 


Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, U.JJ.) varied the 
registrar’s order by giving an opportunity to both Evans and the lessor to 
be heard. Lord Esuer, M.R., did not think it was a condition precedent 
to the making of such an order under section 55 that every person inter. 
ested in the property or under any liability in respect of it should be 
served with notice of the application. He thought it was only necessary 
as a condition precedent that the person against whom the application 
was made should beserved. When that had been done no doubt the regis- 
trar had a right to insist that any other of the persons interested or under 
liability should beserved. Theapplicant, therefore, who served notice only 
on the one person against whom the application was directed ran the risk 
of being ordered to pay costs, if the registrar should be of opinion that 
other persons ought to be served. The registrar had power to order the 
applicant to pay costs under such circumstances. It was not quite clear 
whether the registrar thought that it was a condition precedent to the 
making of the order that everyone should be served with notice of the appli- 
cation, or whether he only intended to say that in the exercise of his discre- 
tion it would, under the circumstances, be proper that Evans should be 
served. But it must be assumed that he took the latter view, which this 
court thought was the right one. The case could not, therefore, be 
finally disposed of until Evans had had the opportunity of saying whether 
he desired to assume the liability on the lease. The order would be made 
in the terms of the notice of motion, but it would not be drawn up for a 
month. Notice must be given forthwith by the applicant’s solicitors to the 
lessor and to Evans. An affidavit of service upon them, or of the facts which 
prevented service, if service could not be effected, must be lodged with the 
registrar within a fortnight. Liberty would be reserved to the lessor and to 
Evans to apply to this court at any time within a month to rescind or vary 
the order. Bowen, L.J., thought that the proposed order would do com- 
plete justice in the present case, and save needless expense. Sub-section 
6 enabled any of the persons described in it to apply to the court for 
an order vesting the property (in which other persons besides the 
applicant must or might have an interest) in himself or in one of 
those other persons. It was obvious that in the case of a lease 
there might be many persons claiming to be interested in the property, and 
many others, who, if they had no present interest in it, had come under 
liabilities in respectcofit. Undersub-section 6 these persons had alla right to 
compete for an order vesting the property in them if they desired it. 
Prima facie the court would not make an order vesting the property in 
one of such a class, who might possibly be injured by the making of an 
order vesting the property in another, without giving him an opportunity 
of being heard. In the case of a lease for along term, of which there had 
been numerous assignments, it was obvious that, if a rigid rule were laid 
down that every person interested must be served, the expense would be 
enormous, and the result would be barren, for the great majority of those 
persons would probably not care a straw about the property. Sub-section 6 
| said that the court might make a vesting order ‘‘ on hearing such persons 
as it thinks fit.”” Under those words the registrar was entitled to deal 
| with the matter broadly and in a businesslike way. If he saw that the 

interests of any of the persons described would be really affected by the 
| order asked for he might order them to be served, but if he thought that 
| any of those persons was only technically interested, he might dispense with 
his attendance. The applicant had to submit himself to the discretion of 
the registrar. If he omitted to serve anyone who, in the interests of jus- 
tice, ought to be present, he exposed himself to the risk of being ordered 
| to pay the costs occasioned by his improvidence. In the present case his 
lordship thought the court ought not to overrule the exercise of the 
registrar's discretion, or to make the vesting order without giving Evans 
an opportunity of being heard. The lessor also had ao interest in the 
| disclaimed property, and he might have an interest in raising the important 
| point which was left undecided in Ez purte Clothworkers’ Co. (32 Soutct- 

Tors’ JouRNAL, 680, 21 Q. B. D. 475)—viz., whether, when an order is 
| made vesting a lease of a bankrupt in a mortgagee by sub-demise, the 
| mortgagee will be liable under the original lease to the same extent as if 
| he had been the original lessee, or only as if he were an assignee of the 

original lease. It would be prudent and just, therefore, that the lessor 
| should have an opportunity of being heard, if he desired it. Fry, L.J., 
| said that under sub-section 6 the court hada discretion to say whom it 
| was necessary to make respondents to the application, but the nature of 
| the application indicated who the persons were from whom the respon- 

dents were to be selected. Those persons consisted of two classes—per- 
| sous who claimed an interest in the property; and persons who were 





ap, and he assigned | under a Jiability in respect of it. Each of those persons were entitled to 


apply for a vesting order, and if one of them applied it was reasonable that 
sume or all of his possible competitors should be heard by the court. The 
court had only one property to dispose of, and it would be unjust to give 
it to the person who had the worse claim. How many of the persoas in 
question should be brought before the court must be a matter for the 
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discretion of the court in each particular case. If the point left un- 
determined in Bx parte Clotherworkers’ Co. ever came to be decided, it might 
be that the lessor could be disregarded. Lord Esuer, M.R., added that, 
until that point had been decided, it would always be prudent in euch 
cases to serve the lessor.—Counsri, Yate Lee; F. Cooper Willis. Soxtct- 
rors, D. Jones § Linnett; J. J. Chapman, 





Ex parte PLITT, Re BROWN—Q. B. Div., 13th February. 


Bankruptcy — Money Intrustep to Banxer To Coiiect — Recervine 
Orper—Ricut To Payment out or Estats—Banxrvptcy Act, 1883, s. 44. 


In this case the applicant asked that the sum of £130, alleged to have 
been intrusted to the bankrupt for collection, might be paid to him out of 
the estate. The bankrupt wasa banker and money-changer to whom the 

icant was in the habit of applying to obtain change for foreign moneys 
and to collect cheques which the applicant received in his capacity of 
agent for persons abroad. On the 3rd of April, 1888, the applicant re- 
ceived on behalf of his principals a cheque on the London Joint-Stock 
Bank for £154 which he handed to the bankrupt to coliect for him and 
hold the same on his account, taking areceipt in which it was stated that 
the said sum was received for collection. The bankrupt paid this cheque 
into his own account at Messrs. Barclay’s, and subsequently at different 
times handed to the applicant two sums of £5 and £19 respectively, leav- 
ing £130 due and in the hands of tue bankrupt on the 19th of April, 1888, 
when the petition was filed against him. The applicant now asked that 
this sum might be paid to him out of the estate, it being contended on his 
behalf that the case was not one of banker and customer, and that where 
a customer intrusts money to a banker simply for the purpose of collec- 
tion he is entitled on the bankruptcy of the banker to be paid in full. On 
behalf of the trustee it was contended that after collection the moneys 
were left in the hands of the banker on deposit in the ordinary way, two 
sums being subsequently paid on account, and the matter being an ordi- 
nary banking transaction. 

Cavg, J., allowed the application. His lordship said that in his opinion 
the relation between the parties was not the ordinary relation of banker 
and customer. When that relation existed it followed that the banker 
could use the money of the customer, and nothing was created but a debt 
from the banker to the customer. The present case was a different one. 
The applicant had sworn that he handed the cheque to the bankrupt to 
receive and hold it for him, and if that were so it was not the ordinary 
case of banker and customer. It was not necessary to consider whether 
the bankrupt was justified in mixing it with his own money, as he never 
allowed his account to get so low as to touch it. If asum of money was 
given toa man to take care of it, it did not justify him in onan 
that money and becoming the debtor of the person who had so intrus 
it, The case of a bank was otherwise where the bank used the customer's 
money.—CounsEL, Sidney Woolf; Abrahams. Souscirors, J. A. Bartrum ; 
M. Abrahams, Son, § Co. 





SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE SUSPENDED FOR TWELVE 
MONTHS. 


March 5.—Gzorce Mayor Cooxr (9, Gray’s-inn-square). 








THE LAND TRANSFER BILL, 188g. 


OBSERVATIONS BY THE CouncIL OF THE INcoRPORATED Law Society upon 
THE Britt As RE-INTRODUCED INTO PARLIAMENT. 


The Land Transfer Bill, as introduced in 1887 and 1888, has been greatly 
modified by the Select Committee of the House of Lords, so far as that 
committee has revised its provisions, and the Land Transfer Bill, 1889, is 
based upon a resolution framed by Lord Herschell and adopted by a large 
majority of the committee. The principle of the original measure was 
that, upon registration being made compulsory in any district, every owner 
of land within that district would, until the Jand had been registered, be 
unable in any way to deal with any part of the land except for occupa- 
tion leases for not exceeding twenty-one years, The disability was to be 
absolute. If the landowner died before registration of the land, his suc- 
ceasor was to be in even a worse condition, for, until registration, he was 
not to ‘‘ have any right over the land, except the right of being registered 
a8 owner.’’ He was to be unable to make any valid agreements for 
tenancy, to protect the estate against encroachment or damage, to cut 
timber, exercise rights of sporting, recover rent ia arrear, or deal with the 
land as owner in any way whatever. These provisions (to which the 
council had strongly objected as unworkable) have now been expunged, 
and are only referred to in order to shew that in framing the original Bill 
of 1887, re-introduced in 1888, the difficulties of the problem to be solved 
had not been fully realized, nor had the effect which the scheme, if passed 
into law, would have had upon landed property, aud upon persons owning 
or interested in land, been sufficiently considered. This circumstance 
alone indicates the absolute necessity for the closest scrutiny of every part 
of a measure affecting such vital interests as does the one now under con- 
sideration. The pres+nt Bill still aims at making registration compulsory, 
and therefore eventually universal, but defers compulsion until the hap- 
pening of one of two events. (a) The dealing with the land by sale, or 
settlement, or otherwise than by conveyance of an estate in reversion or 
by way of mortgage or of transfer of mortgage. In this case the duty and 
cost of registration is thrown upon the grantee and not on the landowner, 
and the penalty, instead of being of the sweeping character origivally sug- 


grantee shall not acquire the legal estate—that is, the full command 
of the land. The exception from this clause of estates in reversion, 
or by way of mortgage, or of transfer of mortgage, suggests a method by 
which the provisions of the Bill, if passed into law, can readily be evaded, 
should its operations prove prejudicial to landowners, It will apparently 
only be necessary to revert to the old device of conveyance by lease and 
release. A lease for less than twenty-one years, if possession goes with it 
does not require or, apparently, admit of registration, and the release or con- 
veyance would deal with the reversi »n only, and be excepted from the compul- 
sory clauses of the measure. The same result would be reached by effecting a 
mortgage (which will not under the clause as it stands require registration), 
and conveying to the mortgagee the equity of redemption. (5) The death 
of the landowner. In this case the successor, in addition to the already 
heavy claims for succession duty, is to be compelled to pay the fees for re- 
gistration, whether or not he desire to register the land, it being apparently 
optional with him to do so or not. The provision appears to be introduced 
in the hope that the successors, having been compelled to pay for registra- 
tion, will think it worth while to complete the operation. It is difficult to 
understand how this is to work. The object of the Succession Duty Act 
is to collect revenue, and only the most general description of the lands in 
respect of which the duty is payable is neceesary or is in practice given. 
Apart from the practical inconveniences, why should a landowner who may 
have neither desire nor opportunity to dispose of his lands be compelled to 
register, or at least to pay for the registration of, his lands immediately 
on his succession, when his expenses are even at present sufficiently heavy ? 
The cost of making out such an accurate description of land as will be 
necessary in order to = property cn the register, cannot, apart from all 
law expenses, be less than the cost of preparing particulars for sale of land 
by auction. Is the registration fee, which may be considerable, to be pay- 
able in one sum or by instalments, as in the case of the succession duty ? 

The latter halfof the Bill has not yet passed through the Select Com- 
mitte, and will, no doubt, be very materially altered before it does so. 
Attention may, however, be usefully called to the following resolutions, 
which were passed in March, 1888, by a conference composed of repre- 
sentatives from nearly the whole of the law societies of the kingdom, and 
which deal with that part of the Bill which has not yet been considered 
in committee :— 

1. It is essential that any system of land transfer and registration of 
title to be established throughout the country should cause no needless in- 
terference with the ordinary course of land business, and should work as 
economically and smoothly as possible. 

2. The law of descent on intestacy should either be left as at present, 
or be assimilated for all purposes. The proposed grant of a life interest 
to a surviving husband or wife in the whole real estate of an intestate, 
whatever its extent and value, without any obligation to maintain and 
educate any issue, or any restriction on re-marriage, is open to very grave 
objection (clause 73). 

3. Without limiting the right of any proprietor to transact in person 
his own business, the conduct, for fee or reward, of legal business con- 
nected with the Land Registry should be intrusted to solicitors. In- 
struments dealing with registered land or a registered charge, and 
requiring eutry on the register, should be declared to be ‘‘instruments 
relating to real or personal estate ’’ within the meaning of section 60 of 
the Stamp Act, 1870, and not within the exception to that section as 
‘‘ agreements under hand only,’’ and clause 83, sub-section 5, should be 
amended by striking out the words authorizing the employment and 

ayment of officials by applicants for registration, or other persons deal- 
ing with the Land Transfer Office in connection with the registration of 
lan 


4 In order to facilitate the conduct of business, and to prevent fraud 
and personation, the branch offices (which are and should be called dis- 
trict registries) of the Land Transfer Board should be numerous and local, 
and should be independent of the principal office, 

5. The qualification of the Registrar-General should be the same as 
was required by the Act of 1875 for the registrar, and that of chief 
examiner of titles and assistant and district registrars should be the same 
as was required by the Act of 1875 for assistant registrars. 

6. Provision should be made for an appeal from the decision of the 
judge of the High Court to the Court of Appeal and House of Lords. 

7. The general rules under the Bill which will control the whole system 
of conveyancing for England should be framed by the Land Transfer 
Board, on which solicitors should be represented, and be issued by the 
Lord Chancellor on their advice and responsibility. 

8. Either House of Parliament should be empowered to annul or modify 
all or any one or more of the general rules laid before Parliament for 
approval. ; 

9. The Act should not come into operation until after the expiration of 
six months after the first set of rules has been laid before Parliament and 
not been disallowed. 

10. The scale of solicitors’ charges for business transacted in the Land 
Transfer Office should be fixed by the tribunal appointed by the Solicitors 
Remuneration Act, 1881 (clause 102 (m) ). . f 

Upon the leading principle of the Bill the council desire to make one or 
two observations. 

Why is compulsion needed at all? In other words, why are present 
landowners, at this time of severe and protracted depression, to be heavily 
mulcted and inconvenienced against their will for the possible and doubt- 
ful benefit of future vendors and purchasers, while registration can be of 
no possible advantage to landowners who merely desire to preserve their 
estates intact? Opinion, both professional and lay, is greatly divided as 
to the benefits of registration. One thing is certain—that it will, at all 
events in the first instance, involve additional cost; the creation of a very 
large and expensive staff ; and the impossibility of | dealing with land 





gested, is confined to an enactment that until after registration the 





except through officials, which will greatly hamper the existing facilities 
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for private dispositions of Jand. If the ultimate result is certain to b& 
beneficial, may not landowners be trusted to find out its advantages fot 
themeelvce? Thore who believe in the system will hasten to take advan- 
tege of it, and, if satisfied, will mnke its attractions known. If it be 
found that registered land can be more easily dealt with and will command 
a higher price than unregistered land, compulsion will not be required in 
order to insure its general edoption. If, on the other hand, the dis- 
advantages be found to outweigh the advantages, but little harm will have 
been done; whereas, if compulsion have been adopted, these disadvantages 
will bave been imposed on all the land in England. The Conveyancing 





Acts paseed by Lord Cairns, which bave ro much simplified conveyancing, 


were voluntary, and need not have been adopted ; but the shortened for.s | 
were found to be improvements, and are now universally uced, not only in | 
conveyances and mortgages, the remuneration for which is oo longer | 


dependent on the length of documents, but also in settlements, wills, and 
other documents to which the old scale of remuneration applies. A 
similar course was taken on the enactment of the law of limited liability. 
No one was compelled to adopt the new system; it was left to make its 
way, and, being found convenient, it has become all but universal. Lord 
Bramwell, speaking on the subject before the Institute of Bankers in May, 
1888, thus expressed himself :—‘‘ It (the law of limited liability) is simply 
permissive and enabling, but everyone can refuse to have anything 
to do with the formation of a limited liability company, or to deal 
with them afterwards. Its being of a permissive character was in itself | 
a@ recommendation, because people are none the worse for having an | 
option, though sometimes they may make a bad ure of it. . . . 
I think there never was a more perfect success than the Act of | 
Parliament establishing the law of limited liability. As I have said, it | 
was perfectly voluntary and permissive, no one being compelled to have | 
apything to do with it unless he thovght fit; but with scarcely an excep- | 
tion, from the time that law came into existence down to the present, every | 
public company formed, except those that have had to go to Parliament | 
and get incorporated in other ways, has been formed on the limited 
liability principle. I say that the law of limited liability, in the 
gense In which I use the expression, has been a great success, because it | 
has been voluntary. There has been no compulsion in it, but it has been | 
universally adopted except in afew cases.’’ If, moreover, the new system | 
of land transfer be left optional, the officials employed to carry it into | 
operation will have every inducement to do their utmost to make its | 
working smooth and tuccessful. If its adoption be compulsory, no such | 
inducement will exist. Why may not registration of land be left to the | 
ordeal of practical convenience and fitness to modern requirements? Why | 
should it “ thought necersary to force landowners to accept a benefit of | 
which, if it turn out to be so in fect, they will be only too eager to avail | 
themselves? The one certain result is increased cost and officialism, and | 
if a large staff have once been organized and appointed, the system, how- | 
ever unsuccessful and cost}y, will be riveted on the land, and the great strides 
which have been made of late years by the Legislature in the direction of | 
facilitating and cheapening the transfer of land will heve been rendered 
useless. The question is one which deserves grave consideration by Jarge 
lendowners, but will affect even more seriously building societies, and 
those who have acquired, or hope to acquire, small properties, and who can 
ill afford to have the cost of acquisition increased by compulsory registra- 
tion. It cannot be too often pointed out thet Geanpulacey registration 
means, in the first instance, such an increase of expense as must in small | 
cases be almost probibitory. This fact was fully recognized by Lord | 
Cairns, who, before abandoning altogether the principle of compulsion, 
excluded from the operation of his Bill properties not exceeding in value 
£300, The advisable course would appear to be to perfect the proposed 
system as much as possible; to authorize its use by those who desire to 
take advantage of it; and to test it by practical experience. If it be 
worked by practical men and be proved to be beneficial, it will soon be 
preferred to the system now in use, and can then, if so desired, be made 
compulsory, though compulsion will not be really needed. 





LAW SOCIETIES. 
SHEFFIELD DISTRICT INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 

The fourteenth annual general meeting of this society was held on 
the 28th ult., Mr. Dossey Wightman in the chair. 

The notice convening the meeting, and the report, as printed, having | 
been taken as read, it was resolved :— 

1. That the report presented by the committee be received, confirmed, 
and adopted. 

2. That the accounts of Mr. Broomhead, the treasurer, for the past year 
be approved and passed, and that the thanks of the society be given to 
him for his services. 

3. That the cordial thanks of the society be given to Mr. Dossey 
Wightman, the president, for the ability with which he has filled the 
office, and the consideration he has given to his duties during the past 


year. 

4. That the cordial thanks of the society be given to Mr. Herbert 
Bramley for the able manner in which he has discharged the office of 
honorary secretary from the commencement of the eociety. 

_5. That Mr. Charles A. Branton be elected the president; Mr. Joseph 
Binney be elected the vice-prsident; Mr. Broombead be re-elected the 
treasurer ; and Mr. Bramley be re-elected the recretary of the society. 

6. That the following gentlemen be hereby appointed to act with the 
cflicere mentioned in the last resolution as the committee for the ensuing 





year—viz , Mesers. S. O. Addy, R. Benson, C. F. Bennett, Walter Brown, 


W. E. Clegg, A. W. Cowdell (Chesterfield), W. B. Esam, H. G. T. Fernell, 
R. Pashley (Rotherham), J. W. Pye-Smith, A. A. Tasker, C. E. Vickers, 
B. Wake, D. Wightman, and C. M. Wilson. 

7. That Mesers. T. W. Hall and J. B. Wheat, M.A., be appointed the 
auditors of the society for the ensuing year, and that the best thanks of 
the society be given to them for their kindness in auditing the accounts for 
the last year. 

8. That the thanks of the society be given to C. B.S. Wortley, Esq, 
M.P., for his attention to the matters laid before him by the committee, 
and for prints of the public Bills brought into the House of Commons 
during the Jast session, which he has forwarded to the committee. 

9. That this society presents its warmest thanks to the Incorporated Law 
Society of the United Kingdom for the invaluable work rendered by that 
society during the past year, particularly in the promoting or passing of 
the following Acts of Parliament :—The Solicitors Act, the Land Charges 
Registration and Searches Act, and the Trustee Relief Act. 

In accordance with a resolution of the committee, a prize, value 
£10 10s., was awarded to Mr. Leonard Johnson Clegg, who passed in the 
First Division for Hononrs in the April (1888) Examination. 

The chairman presented the prize. 

Mr. Clegg suitably responded. 

That the thanks of the meeting be given to the chairman for presiding. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The number of members is now 138, of whom no less thap 
78 are members of the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom. 

The Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1888.—It has been pointed out more 
than once* that the effect of this Act (section 21, sub-section 2) is to delay 
the payment of legacies where they are payable out of a mixed fund— 
the proceeds of realty and personalty under the usual directions for eale and 
conversion ; for now it will, in all cases, be necessary to apportion such 
legacies for duty purposes as between realty and personalty. Moreover, 
under a will where the debts and legacies were chargeable on land, the 
executor, if he was certain that the estate was solvent, was formally able 
to pay the legacies, even if the amount of the debts was not ascertained. 
Now they cannot often be paid until the gross value of the personalty 
and the amount of all debts and expenses thereout are known, The 
result is that, in a will of either of the natures mentioned above, it will 
be difficult to pay any legacy on which duty is payable until the executor 
is ready to pass the residuary account. The Incorporated Law Society 
have suggested a form of direction in wills that legacies shall ia future 
be payable out of persoualty only ia priority to debts, funeral expenses, 
and testamentary expenses. A Form, No. 11, has been issued by the 
Board of Inland Revenue, dividing the portion of the legacy coming from 
real assets from that proceeding from personalty. 

Land Transfer Bill.—A meeting of the greater part of the Yorkshire 
law societies was held at Wakefield on the 30th of April last (at which 
the secretary and Mr. Wm. Smith were present), when it was decided 
that-the Yorkshire societies should present petitions against the Bill, 
Accordingly a carefully settled form was drawn up, submittiug that 
compulsory registration of title was not expedient, especially in Yorkshire, 
where there was already an excellent system of registration of assurances, 
recently approved of and amended by the Yorkshire Registries Acts, 1384 
and 1885. This petition was signed by the president and secretary, on 
behalf of the society, and sent up for presentation to the House of Lords, 
against the third reading of the Bill. 

New rules, under the Act of 1875, have just been issued, and every 
effort is made to induce proprietors to register their land, and comparisons 
are drawn between the costs of transfer of registered land and those of 
unregistered. It is also pointed out that business men of fair capacity 
will, in future, be able to dispense with the aid of solicitors in ordinary 
cases. The profession may well complain of apparently official sugges- 
tions to do without their help. 

Brokers’ Commission.—Considerable correspondence took place between 
the secretary and Mr. Williamson touching the sharing in stock brokers’ 
commission by solicitors. Mr. Williamson, in his last letter, said that in 
the opinion of the Council of the Incorporat«d Law Society such sharing, 
if known to the client, was both legal and proper. The committee 
arrived at a resolution embodying this view. 

Registration of Deeds at Wakefield —Some members of the society having 
sent a letter, suggesting an amendment to the memorandum of registra- 
tion indorzed on the back of deeds, which, in their opinion, should state 
that the memorial mentioned the particular township in which the 
property dealt with was situate, Mr. Esam and the secretary were deputed 
to consider the matter. They reported that they saw no objection to the 
approval of the suggestion. Accordingly, it was resolved that the 
secretary write Mr. Williams, the West Riding solicitor, at Wakefield, 
with the suggestion, and convey the approval of the committee of it. Mr. 
Williams replies that ‘‘ many deeds do not contain the township in the 
description, and that until the county authority 1s enabled to enforce the 
insertion of such a provision in deeds, the certificate of registration can- 
not be altered.’’ 

The committee have since decided to lay a case before Mr. Dixon for an 
opinion—What is the result to the registration if the memorial is silent 
with respect to the township ? 

Conditions of Sale.—In consequence of certain sales being made by mort- 
gagors under the conditions, who, though their property was heavily 
mortgaged, received and did not afterwards return the deposits, the con- 
ditions were re-settled by Mr. John Dixon, and the vendor's solicitor made 
a stakeholder. 

Interest on Deposits 2¢ Sales.—The following point was afterwards sub- 
mitted for the decision of the committee : — Under the altered conditions of 





* Bee ante, pp. 85, 120.—Ep. S. J, 
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sale, the vendor’s solicitor becomes a stakeholder of the deposit paid on 
sales by auction. If interest is made by the amount on deposit, pending 
the completion of the sale, does it belong to the vendor or the solicitor? 
It was decided that as the solicitor is only a stakeholder, he is not bound 
to account for more than the amount of the stake, and therefore the inter- 
est belongs to him. 

Towns- Holding Commission.—This commission has been taking evidence 
with respect to freehold and leasehold land, and the conversion of Jease- 
hold into freehold land, &c. Attempts were made to get a copy of the 
evidence, but the secretary was informed it was private, and could not be 
obtained until published. The committee were anxious that Mr. Esam 
and the secretary should give evidence, but the Towns- Holding Commission 
having heard Mr. Clegg, the Mayor of Sheffield, on the subject, and also 
Mr. Ellison, the duke's steward, intimated that they did not wish to take 
further evidence from Sheffield. 

Conveyancing Costs.—A letter was received from a firm of solicitors, mem- 
bers of this society, asking the opinion of the committee on a question of 
conveyancing costs, and stating that on a sale of property by auction for 
£450 the vendor’s solicitors, on the completion of the purchase, charged 
the minimum fee of £5 for conducting the sale (including auctioneer’s 
fee), and the commiesion charge of £6 15s. for deducing the title and com- 
pleting, and that inasmuch as the commission charges for conducting the 
sale and for deducing the title and completing would, together, exceed 
the minimum fee, the question had arisen whether the commission charge 
of £4 103. or the minimum fee of £5 was chargeable. It was contended 
that there was really but one transaction, and that the minimum fee was 
not payable under either of the above heads, except where the aggregate 
of the scale charges under both heads was less than £5. The committee 
were of opinion that the contention was correct, and that the conducting 
fee was £4 10s. only, and not £5. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 13th inst., Mr. Sidney Smith in the chair. The other directors pre- 
sent were:—Messrs. H. Holland Burne (Bath), H. Morten Cotton, Samuel 
Harris (Leicester), Edwin Hedger, R. Pennington, Henry Roscoe, Frede- 
ric T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £255 was dis- 
tributed in grants of relief. Four new members were admitted to the 
association, and other general business was transacted. It was announced 
that Sir Arnold William White had consented to preside at the anniversary 
festival in June next. 





WALES INCORPORATED LAW 


SOCIETY. 


The annual meeting of this society was held at the Town Hall, Chester’ 
on Friday, the 22nd of February, 1889, Mr. T. T. Kelly, vice-president: 
in the chair. 

The report of the committee, and the honotary treasurer’s accounts for 
the past year, were received and adopted. 

The following officers of the society were unanimously elected for the 
ensuing yeat:—Mr. T. T. Kelly (Mold), president; Mr. Samuel Smith 
(Chester), vice-president ; Mr. F. E. Roberts (Chester) and Mr. R, Farmer 
(Chester), were re-elected honorary treasurer and honorary secretary. 

The following gentlemen are the committee for the year :—Messra. H. 
Moss, N. A. E. Way, J. Cullimore, R. Potts, G. Boydell, and W. H. 
Churton, all of Chester, and T. Bury and H. A. K. Poyser, both of Wrex- 
ham, and J. Davies (Denbigh). 

Messrs. T. W. Sharpe and C. P. Douglas, both of Chester, were re- 
elected hon. auditors for the ensuing year. 


CHESTER AND NORTH 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
STUDENTS’ STATUTES (continued). 
Oatus Act (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 46). 


Section 1.—An affirmation may be made instead of an oath by every 

tson objecting to be sworn on the ground that he has no religious 

lief, or that the taking of an oath is contrary to his religious belief— 
false affirmation to be equivalent to perjury. 

Section 3.—Where an oath has been duly administered and taken, the 
fact that the person to whom the same was administered had, at the time 
of taking such oath, no religious belief not to affect the validity thereof. 


Patents, Desicns, AND Trapg-Marxs Act (51 & 52 Vict. c. 50). 
Section 1.—A person not to be allowed to describe himeelf as a patent 
agent unless registered, under a penalty of £20. 
_ Section 7.—An infringer of copyright in a registered design not to be 
liable for a total sum exceeding £100. 
Section 10.—A trade-mark must consist of 
(a) A name of an individual or firm printed, impressed, or woven in 
some particular and distinctive manner; or 
(2) A written rignature or copy of a written signature of the in- 
dividual or firm applying for registration thereof ; or 
(c) A distinctive device, mark, brand, heading, label, or ticket; or 
(ad) An invented word or invented words ; or 
(e) 4 word or words having no reference to the charact:r or quality of the 
goods, and not being a geographical name. 
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There may be added to any one or more of the essential particulars any 
letters, words, or figures, or combination of letters, words, &c. 

Section 18.—In actions for infringement of a registered trade-mark the 
court or judge may certify that the right to the exclusive use of the mark 
came in question, and if so certified, then in any subsequent action for in- 
fringement the plaintiff in that action, on obtaining judgment in his 
favour, shall have full coste as between solicitor client, unless the 
court or judge trying the subsequent action certifies otherwise. 


Emrtoyers’ Lianmity Act, 1880, Continvance Act, 1888, 
continues the Employers’ Liability Act till the 31st of December, 1889. 


PRereRkENTIAL PAYMENTS IN Bankruptcy Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vier c. 68). 

Section 1 (1) alters the amount claimable preferentially by 
and workmen toa sum not exceeding £25, whether payable for 
time or for piece-work in respect of services rendered to the 
bankrupt or the company during two months before the date of 
the receiving order. (The other preferential debts remein eg 
before.) 

(4) In the event of a landlord or other person distraining or having 
distrained on any goods or effects of a bankrupt or a company 
wound up within three months next before the date of the 
receiving or winding-up order, the preferential debts to be a firet 
charge on the goods dictrained, and the landlord to have the 
same right of priority as the preferential creditors had. 

(6) The section to apply to the administration of the estates of 
deceased insolvents. 

Section 2.—The Act not to affect 28 & 29 Vict. c. 86, or the . 
visions of the Friendly Societies Act, 1875, or the priority given 
to funeral and testamentary oxpenses by section 125 of the Bank. 
ruptcy Act, 1883. 


Soxicrrors Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 65), 
besides transferring the roll of solicitors from the custody of the Clerk of 
the Petty Bag Office to the Incorporated Law Society, and requiring all 
documents, &c., relative to articles and admissions to be produced there, 
makes certain alterations in the practice relating to striking a solicitor off 
the rolls. 

Section 12 —The Master of the Rolls to appoint a committee from the 
members of the council of the society. 

Section 13.—Applications to strike off to be made to this committee, the 
committee to report to the High Court, their report to have the same 
effect as that of a master of the court, and the court may make such order 
thereon as it may seem fit. 





ad 





PENDING LEGISLATION. 
COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS. 


A Bill intituled an Act for Amending and consolidating enactments 
relating to tae administration of Oaths. 

Be it enacted, &c.: 

1. Appointment and powers of commissioners for oaths.) (1.) The Lord 
Chancellor may from time to time, by commiseion signed by him, appoint 
persons being practising solicitors or other fit and proper persous te be 
commissioners for oaths. 

(2.) A commiesioner for oaths may, by virtue of his commission, in 
England or elsewhere, administer any oath or take any affidavit for the 
purposes of any court or matter in England, including any of the 
ecclesiastical courts or juriedictions, matters ecclesiastical, matters 
relating to applications for notarial faculties, and matters relating to the 
registration of any instrument, whether under an Act of Parliament or 
otherwise, and take any bail or recognizance in or for the pur, of any 
civil proceeding in the Supreme Court, including all proceedings on the 
revenue side of the Queen’s Bench Division. 

(3.) Provided that a commissioner for oaths shall not exercise any of the 
powers given by this section in any proceeding in which he is solicitor to 
any of the parties to the proceeding or in which he is interested. 

2. Powers of certain officers and examiners of Supreme Oourt to administer 
oaths.] Every officer ot the Supreme Court who is for the time being so 
authorized by rules of court, and every person directed to take an examina- 
tion in any cause or matter in the Supreme Court, shall have authority to 
administer any oath or take any affidavit required for any purpose con- 
nected with his duties. 

3. Taking of oaths and affidavits out of England. (1.) Any oath or affi- 
davit required for the purpose of any court or matter in England, or for 
the purpose of the registration of any instrument in any part of the United 
Kingdom, may be taken or made in any place out of England before any 
person having authority to administer an oath in that place. 

(2.) In the case of a person having such authority otherwise than by 
the law of a foreign country, judicial and official notice shall be taken 
of his seal or signature affixed, impressed, or subscribed to or on any such 
affidavit. 

4. Appointment of persons to administer oaths for prize prosedings.| The 
Lord Chancellor may, whenever it appears to him necessary to do 6», 
authorize any person to administer oaths and take affidavits for pur- 
pose relating to prize proceedings in the Supreme Court, wi that 
person is on the high sea or out of her Majesty's dominions, and it 
shall not be necessary to affix any stamp to the document by which he is 





| whom apy oath or affidavit is taken or made under this Act shall state 





so authorized. 
5. Jurat to state where oah is taken.] Every commicsioner tefore 
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truly in the jurat or sttestation at what place the oath or affidavit is taken 
or made. 

6. Powers as to oaths and notarial acts abroad.| (1.) Every British 
ambassador, envoy, minister, charge d’affaires, and secretary of embassy 
or legation exercising his functions in any foreign country, and every 
British consul-general, consul, vice-coneul, acting consul, pro-consul, and 
consular agent exercising his functions in any foreign place may, in that 
country or place, administer avy oath and take any affidavit, and also do 
any notarial act which any notary public can do within the United King- 
dom; and every oath, affidavit, and notarial act administered, sworn, or 
done by or before any such person shall be as effectual as if duly 


administered, sworn, or done by or before any lawful authority in any part | 


of the United Kingdom. 

(2.) Any document purporting to have affixed, impressed, or subscribed 
thereon or thereto the seal and signature of any person authorized by this 
section to administer an oath in testimony of any oath, affidavit, or act 
being administered, taken, or done by or before him, shall be admitted in 
evidence without proof of the seal or signature being the seal or signa- 
ture of that person, or of the official character of that pereon. 

7. Perjury.) Whoever wilfully and corruptly swears falsely in any oath 
or affidavit taken or made in accordance with the provisions of this Act, 
ehall be guilty of perjury in every case where if he had so sworn ina 
judicial proceeding before a court of competent jurisdiction he would be 
guilty of perjury. 

8. Forgery.| Whoever forges, counterfeits, or fraudulently alters the 
seal or signature of any person authorized by or under this Act to ad- 
minister an oath, or tenders in evidence, or otherwise uses, any affidavit 
having any seal or signature so forged or counterfeited or fraudulently 
altered, knowing the same to be forged, counterfeited, or fraudulently 
altered, shall be guilty of felony and liable on conviction to penal servi- 
tude for any term not exceeding seven years and not less than five 
years, or to imprisonment with or without hard labour for any term not 
exceedivg two years. 

9. Trial of offences.| Any offence under this Act, whether committed 
within or without her Majesty's dominions, may be inquired of, dealt 
with, tried, and punished in any county or place in the United King- 
dom in which the person charged with the offence was apprehended or 
is in custody, and for all purposes incidental to or consequential on the 
trial or punishment the offence shall be deemed to have been committed 
in that county or place. 

10. Impounding of documents.| Where any offence under this Act is 
alleged to have been committed with respect to any affidavit, a judge of 
any court before which the affidavit is produced may order the affidavit to 
be impounded and kept in such custody and for such time and on such 
conditions as he thinks fit. 

11. Definitions.| In this Act, unless the context otherwise requires, — 

** Oath ”’ includes affirmation and declaration : 

** Affidavit’ includes affirmation, statutory, or other declaration, 
acknowledgment, plea, answer, disclaimer, examination, and attest- 
ation or protestation of honour: 

‘*Swear’’ includes affirm, declare, and protest : 

‘Supreme Court ’’ means the Supreme Court of Judicature in England. 

12. Repeal of enactments in schedule.| The enactments specified in the 
schedule to this Act are hereby repealed to the extent specified in that 
schedule. 

Provided that this repeal shall not affect— 

(a.) — done or suffered under any enactment repealed by this 

ct; nor 

(5.) any appointment made under or authority given by or in pur- 
suance of any enactment so repealed ; nor 

(.) any punishment incurred or to be incurred in respect of any 
offence committed before the commencement of this Act against 
any enactment so repealed ; nor 

(2) any legal proceeding for enforcing any such punishment; and any 
such legal proceeding may be instituted or continued and any such 
punishment may be imposed as if this Act had not been passed. 

13. Construction of commissions issued before commencement of Act.| A 
commissioner authorized before the commencement of this Act to ad- 
minister oaths in the Supreme Court shall be deemed to bea com- 
missioner for oaths within the meaning of this Act. 

14. Commencement.| This Act shall commence and come into operation 
on the first day of January one thousand eight hundred and ninety. 

15. Short title.] This Act may be cited as the Commissioners for 
Oaths Act, 1889. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. WILLIAM Listzr We su, solicitor, of Manchester, died on the 9th 
ult., in his seventieth year. Mr. Welsh was the con of Mr. William 
Welsh, of Manchester, and was born in 1819. He served his articles 
with Mersrs. Claye & Thompson, of Manchester, and he was admitted a 
solicitor in 1840. He was in partnership with his sons, Mr. Charles 
Lister Welsh, who was admitted in 1878, and Mr. William Henry Welsh, 
who was admitted in 1883. Mr. Welsh had been for several years clerk 
to the Chorley Local Board, and he was secretary and solicitor to the 
Wilmslow and Alderley Edge Gas Co, and a perpetual commissioner 
for Lancashire and Oheshire. He was president of the Manchester 


Incorporated Law Society for the year 1884. Mr. Welsh was buried at 
Lindon on the 13th ult. 
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APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Hexsert Hanxrnson, solicitor, of Derby and Melbourne, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 


Mr. Joun Davies Wits, solicitor, of Denbigh, has been appointed 
Deputy Town Clerk of the borough of Cardiff, in succession to Mr, 
Alfred Henry Collingwood, who has been appointed Town Olerk of Carlisle, 
Mr. Williams was admitted a solicitor in 1886. He had been for some time 
Town Clerk of Denbigh. 


Mr. Freperick Apam Sricant, solicitor (of the firm of Norman & Stigant), 
of Rochester, Chatham, and Strood, has been appointed Clerk to the 
Chatham Local Board. Mr. Stigant was admitted a solicitor in 1884. 


Sir Jutran Pavuncerotz, K.C.B., Permanent Under-Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs, who has been appointed Envoy Extraordinary and 
Minister Plenipotentiary to the United States of America, is the second 
son of Mr. Robert Pauncefote, of Preston Court, Gloucestershire, and was 
born in 1828. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Easter 
Term, 1852, and he formerly practised on the Oxford Circuit. He was 
appointed Attorney-General ot Hong Kong in 1865, and Chief Justice of 
the Leeward Islands in 1873. In the following year he received the honour 
of knighthood, and he was shortly afterwards appointed Assistant Under- 
Secretary of State for the Colonies. He becameLegal Under-Secretary to the 
Foreign Office in 1876, and Permanent Under-Secretary of State in 1882. 
Sir J. Pauncefote was created a Civil Knight Commander of the Order of 
the Bath in 1887. 


Mr. Joun Epwarp Braituawalre, solicitor, of Dorchester, has been 
appointed Assistant-Clerk to the Magistrates for the City of Bristol. 


Mr. Freperick Wuirtine, barrister, has been appointed Vice- Provost 
of King’s College, Cambridge. Mr. Whitting is the second son of Mr. 
William Whitting, of Thorney Abbey, Cambridgeshire, and was born in 
1835. He was educated at Eton, and he has been for several years Bursar 
and Senior Fellow of King’s College, where he graduated in the first 
class of the classical tripos in 1858. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s- 
inn in Hilary Term, 1863, and he formerly practised in the Court of 
Chancery. 


Mr. Wiiu1am James Warson, solicitor, of Barnard Castle, has been 
appoirited Clerk to the South Stockton Local Board, in succession to Mr. 
Matthew Bowser Dodds, resigned. Mr. Watson was admitted a solicitor 
in 1869, 


Mr. Witu1am Cuester, solicitor, of Crewe, has been appointed a 
Commissioner to administer oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Wiii1amM Henry Sravarp (of the firm of Stallard & Turner), of 44, 
Bedford-row, London, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Artuur Cuarues Meap, solicitor (of the firm of Mead & Sons), of 6, 
Arundell-street, Piccadilly-circus, W., has been appointed a Commissioner 
of the High Court of Judicature at Madras for administering Oaths and 
taking the acknowledgments of Married Women in respect of Property 
in India. 

Mr. Epwarp Wi zerrorce, barrister, who has been appointed a Master 
of the Supreme Court of Judicature, is the second son of the Ven. Robert 
Isaac Wilberforce, formerly archdeacon of the East Riding, and was 
born in 1834. He was educated at Eton, and at Trinity College, Oxford. 
He was cal.ed to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1866, 
and he practised on the North-Eastern Circuit. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLuTion. 
Tuomas Witson and Frepgric Camprett Hutron, solicitors (Wilson & 
Hulton), Preston. December 31. [ Gazette, March 12. 





GENERAL. 


It is stated that Mr. J. Perronett Thompson, who for seventeen years 
has served as one of the judges of the county court of Liverpool, has 
placed his resignation in the hands of the Lord Chancellor, The resigna- 
tion will take effect from the beginning of next month. 


At the Hertford Assizes the grand jury made the following present- 
ment :—‘‘ That in cases of burglary where the prisoners are found to have 
been at the time armed, or in the possession of murderous weapons, the 
judge should have discretion to order corporal punishment as part of the 
sentence.’’ Mr. Justice Field said he would see the presentment was for- 
warded to the proper quarter. 


At the Central Criminal Court, on the 9th inst., Anthony Fawcett 
Peacock, solicitor, was indicted for unlawfully converting the sum of 
£905, of which he was trustee, to his own use. It secmed, says the Zimes, 
that a Mr. Buckle had been co-trustee of a trust fund amounting to 
£1,000. The defendant had acted as Mr. Buckle’s solicitor. In 1886 it 
became necessary, owing to the death of Mr. Buckle’s co-trustee, to 
appoint a new trustee, and Mr. Buckle consulted the defendant on the 
subject. The defendant suggested that he (the defendant) himself should 
be appointed the new trustee, to which Mr. Buckle consented. The trust 
fund was invested in Consols. The evidence of Mr. Buckle went to shew that 
the defendant drew up the necessary deed for the appointment of a new 
trustee and sent it to him tosign. The deed was executed by Mr. Buckle 
shortly afterwards at the defendant's office. The defendant also signed it 
there. The deed was left with the defendant, and Mr. Buckle had not 
seen it since. The defendant suggested that the money should be taken 








ovost 
Mr. 
rn in 
ursar 
first 
In’s- 
rt of 


been 
> Mr. 
icitor 


ed 
e. 
f 44, 
ister 


of 6, 
loner 
and 
erty 


aster 
bert 

was 
ford. 
866, 


ken 





March 16, 189. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 323 











out of Consols and invested on a mortgage of leasehold property at Sutton, 
which he said was worth £1,400 or £1,500. Believing the statements 
which the defendant made, Mr. Buckle gave him a cheque for £905, the 
defendant saying that he wished to complete the mortgage the next day. 
Mr. Buckle afterwards called upon the defendant on several occasions and 
asked for the deeds, and the defendant said they were at his bank. Mr. 
Buckle again asked the defendant for the deeds, and the defendant replied 
that he bad as much right to them as Mr. Buckle, and that if it was not 
for the trouble of goivg to the court to get relieved of the trust, he would not 
remain a trustee another day. The defendant paid the interest, which was 
payable half-yearly, to the beneficiaries with his own cheques. Mr. Buckle 
believed that the money in question had been invested by the defendant in 
the Sutton property. Information, however, afterwards came to bis know- 
ledge in consequence of which Mr. Buckle placed the matter in the bands 
of another firm of solicitors. It was ascertained that the sum of £905 in 
question had been paid in to the defendant’s account at his bank, and it 
was alleged on the part of the prosecution that the whole of the money 
was drawn out by the defendant and devoted to his own use. Counsel, in 
addressing the jury for the defence, contended, in the first place, that the 
defendant was not constituted a trustee by any deed, and, further, that 
the money 1n question was invested, as he had stated, in rome property 
in Sutton, it being denied that it had been converted by the defendant to 
his own use. Witnesses were called in support of the defence. The jury 
found the defendant guilty, and the recorder sentenced him to seven 
years’ penal servitude. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE., 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 









Dave APPEAL COULT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
4 No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Monday, March............ 18 Mr. Koe Mr. Lavie Mr. Carrington 

FRCBIBT .00002.2- -0000-c-c00000 19 Clowes Pugh Jackson 
Wednesday ...00....000-e00e 20 Koe Lavie Carrington 
Thursday oe Clowes Pugh Jackson 
Friday Koe Lavie Carrington 
Saturday Clowes Pugh Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Norra. STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Monday, March ......... 18 Mr. Godfrey Mr. Ward Mr. Leach 
THORN ET oo: cosccese . 19 Rolt Pemberton Beal 
Wednesday.. . 20 Godfrey Ward Leach 
Thursday 21 Rolt Pemberton Beal 
Friday 22 Godfrey Ward Leach 
Saturday « 23 Rolt Pemberton 1 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FrimpAyY. March 8, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

British Fish CULTURE Society, LimiTED.—Chitty, J.. has, by an order dated 
Feb'11, appointed Henry Newson Smith, 37, Waibrook, to be official liquidator, 
Creditors are require 1, on or before April 5, to send their names and a jdresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above Tuesday. April 16, 
at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

BritisH Ftax Propucers’ Co., Liwirep.— Kay. J.. has, by an order dated Feb 
c roma Mr. William Brock Keen, 15, King st, Cheapside, to be official 
liquidator 

PaPeR BoTTLEe Co , LIMITED.—By an order made by North. J., dated Feh 9, it 
was ordered that the company be wound up. Mozley & Dennison, Eastcheap, 
solors for petners 

Patent LocK STOPPER Co., LIMITED.—Stirling, J.. has fixed Friday, March 15, at 
1’, at his chambers, for the appointmeut of an official liquidator 

PATENT MONUMENT AUTOMATIC Box Co.. LIMITED.—Ntirling, J., has, by an order 
jag Feb 2/, appointed Frederick Whinney, 8, Old Jewry, to be official ]'qui- 
dator 

PHOTOGRAPHIC Co., LIMITED.—By an order made by Stirling, J., dated Feb 26, 
it was ordered that the company be wound up. ill, Queen Victoria st, solor 


for petner 
COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
IMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Wrest Kirpy HypropaTaic Horst Co., Limrrsp. —By an order made by Bristowe, 
V.C,, dated Feb 25, it was ordered that the company be wound up. McGowen 
& Hordern, Liverpo:). solors for petner 
q FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

FRIENDLY Society, Crown Inn, Chariton by Newbottle, Northampton. Feb 28 

STOKE SUB HAMDON PERPETUAL MALE FRIENDLY SOCIETY, Congregational School- 
room, Stoke sub Hamdon, Somerset. Feb 28 

London Gazette —TUESDAY, March 12, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

BrLuirEer STREET OFFICES Co., LiwiTsD.—North, J., has fixed Wednesday, March 
20, at_1z, at his chambers. for the appointment of an official liquidator 

GaEaT YARMOUTH STEAM CARRYING (o., LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented March 9, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on March 23. Keene & 
Co., Seething lane, solors for petners 

MANUFACTURERS’ AUCTION Co., LimrtED.—By an order made by Kay. J., dated 
March 2, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Lloyd, Wormwood 
8t, solor for petners 

Paper Borr.E Co., LrMITED.—North, J., has fixed Friday, March 22, at 12, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

PUNJAUB AND CASHMERE CARPET Oo., LIMiTsD.—Creditors res‘ding in England 
are required, on or before April 25, and creditors residing out of England on or 
before July 12, to send by post their Christian and surnames. ana their ad- 
dresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Oooper, 14, 
George st, Mansion House. Wednesday, ay | 1, at 11, is appointed as to those 
creditors residing in England, and Monday, July 22, at 11, is appointed as to 
eroditers out of England, for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts or 
Claims 

Pye Works, LimiTep.—Stirling, J., has, by an order dated Feb 28. appointed 
Frederick Whinney, 8, Old Jewry, to be Official liquideter. Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before April 12, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 





‘ UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
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Queen Victoria st, solors for ston sn , = ee 
RIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
F SMALE FRIENDLY Socigty, Rhyl, Flint. March 7 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
Last Day or CLAM. 
London Gasette.—FRIDAY, March 8. 
GLADWIN, BENJAMIN, Brigg, Lincoln, Corn Merchant. April 3. Gladwin v Glad. 
win, Chitty, J. Freer, Brigg 
HAZELEDINE, FREDERICK GEORGE, Nottingham, Grocer. April 10. Perry v 
Douglas, Kay, J. Bright, ae 
Hunt, FKEDERICK GoopMan, Clifden rd, Lower Clapton, Auctioneer. March 30, 
Hunt v Hunt, North, J.. Marsden & Son, Queen st, Cheapside 
RICHARDS, WILLIAM ABBAHAM. Weekday Cross, Nottingham. March 30. 
Humber v Richards, Stirling, J. Hind, Nottingham 
TaTE, ROBERT PERRY, Holborn, Window Glass Merchant. April6. Farmiloe & 
Sons v Tate, Chitty, J. Brunskill, Gt James st, Bedford row 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF CLAIM. 
London Gazette. -TUBSDAY, Feb. 26. 
oe J a AAR, Birkenhead. March 19. Thompson & Hughes, 
irkenhea 
BaRNLtY, Emma Way, Greys, Henley upon Thames. March 31. Oooper & Son, 
Henley on Thames 
BovucHER, HERBERT GOSSAGE, Orlando, Florida, U. 8. A., Gent. March 31. 
Rock, Liverpool 
BRITTLEBANK, RaLrH, Hulland Ward, Derby, Farmer. March 21. Bishton, Leek, 
Staffordshire . 
Brown, ALEXANDER, Birkenhead, Broker. March 3!, Bateson & Oo, Liverpool 
BussrY, EDWARD JOHN, Bath, Stationer. March 30. Moger, Bath 
CARLYON, CLEMENT WINSTANLEY, St Just in Roseland, Cornwall, Clerk in Holy 
Orders. March2. Carlyon & Kerby, Truro 
CARTER, WILLIAM, Ospringe, Kent, Esq. May1. Tassell & Son, Faversham 
CavE, PETsR, Soutbport, Slater. March 30. Sephton, Liverpool 


CROSHER, JOSEPH, Loughborough, Gent. April 11. Toone & Bartlett, Lough- 


borough 
Dae, WILLIAM, Thorpe next Norwich, Gent. April 10. Winter & Co, Nor- 





wic 
DENNKTTT, JOHN MULLENS, Lodsworth, Sussex, Esq. March 31. Lucas, Mid- 


hurst Sussex 
DRAPER, JOS8PH, Belton, Leicester, Miller, April30. Toone & Bartlett, Lough- 


borough ‘ 
EXLEY, JOHN, Nelson, L ter, School ter. April30. Hartley, Nelson 
FisHer, WILLIAM, Barrow in Furness, Hotel Keeper. March 21. Taylor, 


Barrow in Furness 
GALLIMORE, ANN, Checkley, Stafford. March 23, Cooper & Co, Uttoxeter 


GRAINGER, GEORGE, Worcester, China Dealer. April 28. Pidcock & Son, Wor- 


cester 
GRAZEBROOK, Mary ANN, Park Hall, nr Kiderminster. April 2. Marcy, 


Bewdley 
Grecory. JoHN, Brinsop Westhoughton, Lancaster, Gent. March 25. Hughes, 
B 


olton 
LANDELL, WILLIAM WEIGHT, Horselydown, Surrey, Esq. Aprilé. Burn, Moor- 


vo, Bath, April2. Lane & Co, Arundel st, Strand 

Lotiey, W1tt1aM, Edgbaston, Warwick, Zincworker. March 25. Milward & 
Co, Birmingham 

LINTON, JOHN, Piymouth, Gent. March 18. Peckingham & Co, Bristol 

Lownps, Joun, Nottingham. Gent. April1. Towle & Co, Nottingham 

Ho.surn. WILLIAM, South Shields, Gent. March 25. Thomson, South Shields 


Hotmes, Joun W1111aM, Montreal, Ontario, Journalist. March 25. Hinde & 
Co. Manchester 

MAUNDRELL, JOHN Davin, Clyffe Pypard, Wilts, Farmer. March 25. Bevir, 
Wootton Bassett 

MAXWELL, CHARLES Ronpins, Bath, M D. May1. Petgrave, Bath 

McKoEn, GEORGE, Porchester rd, Bayswater, Boot Dealer. March 25, Brown: 
Cockspur at, Pall Mal : 

Morris, HENRY, Littlefield, nr Exmouth, Esq. April 13. Shepheards, Finsbury 


circus 
NRVILL, WILLIAM, Walsall, Brewer's Agent. March 25. Wilkinson & Son, 


alsa! : ‘ 
PERRY, ROBERT, Gravesend, Chemist. April 9, Arnold & Co, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
Iipn 
Powegs. seeetean, Christchurch, Mon, Esq. March 25. James & Sons, Merthyr 
l 


y 
REppIg, WALTER EVELYN, Middlesex Lunatic Asylum, Banstead, Surrey, Esq. 
March 16. Nicholl & Co, Howard st, Strand 
RoBE:.TS, BENJAMIN, Clitheroe, Lancaster. March 25. Lancaster, Clitheroe 
eee Gpnee Ws Mossley hill, nr Liverpool, Shipowner. April1. Bateson 

Co, Liverpoo! 
Sms, WiziaM. Tranmere, Chester, Licensed Victualler. March 19. Thomp- 
son & Hughes, Birkenhead 
cn, Cosmas Pare Sydney st, Brompton. March 30, Herman, Bar- 
tholomew close, i. 
Tay7.or, JAMES LEES, West Gorton, nr Manchester. April 22, Wood & William- 
son, Manchester 
a Tomas, Bidston, Chester, Farmer. Marchi9. Thompson & Hughes 
irke’ 
TRICKETT, JOHN, Park rd, Haverstock hill, Esq. Aprilié. Roy & Cartwright, 
Lothbury, L.C. 
Warts, WALTER, Weston super Mare, Somerset, Cooper. March 30. Chapman, 
Weston super Mare 
Warm. ——_ A —F st, Berkeley sq, Esq. April 13. Harwood & 
Ste enson, m 8s 
WALLER ANNETTE, Ashfield, Sydney, N.8.W. March 30. Gush & Co, Fins- 
bury circus 





Wan, ; bingy ~ “ee ey + Woodford Green, Essex, Gent. April 5, Martin & 

er. enc. 8) 

WILLIAMSON, EstHer, Harrogate, Yorks. March 30, Richardson & Byron, 
Harrogate 








WAENING TO INTENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS & urchasing or 





ticulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Tuescay, April 30, at 12, is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 





oe pert 
renting a house havethe Sanitary ar angementsthoroughly examined by anex 

from ‘Lhe Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation (o., 65. late 115. Victoria-st.. West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c,—[ADVT.] 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gasette—Frmay, March 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ABBEY, THOMAS, North Stainley, nr Ripon, Innkeeper 
Northallerton Pet March4 Ord March 4 

ApaMs. HENRY JOsEPH, Warbeck rd, Shepherd's 
Bush, Solicitor High Court Pet Nov 13 Ord 
March 5 

ANGEL, THomMAS ELLIOTT, St_ Leonard’s, no occapa- 
tion Hastings Pet March5 Ord March 5 

ASHFIELD, Jacon, Thetford, Norfo!k, Baker Norwich 
Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

BAKER, CHARLFS. Herbert st. New North rd, Infant’s 
Miliiner High Court Pet March5 Ord March 5 

BaRnks, WILLIAM CHARLES. Norwich, Printer Nor- 
wich Pet March4 ©:rd March 4 

BENNETT, FREDERICK TROTMAN, Cornhill, Stock- 
broker High Court Pet Feb1 Ord March 5 

BIsHTon, ALFRED, Birmingham, Jeweller Birming- 
hem Pet Feb21 Ord March5 

Bow1inG, BERNARD, Manchester, Cotton Broker 
Manchester Pet Feb 40 Ord March 6 

BraMLEY, THomas EpwIn, Sheffield, Confectioner 
Sheffield Pet March 5 Ord March5 

Bray, ADAM, Leeds, Pork Butcher Leeds Pet 
March 5 Ord March 5 

Brown. Exisan, Ludgate Circus, Restaurant Pro- 
prietor High Court Pet Feb14 Ord March 5 

Baoy, THOMA raiford, Grocer, Bradford Pet 

arch 6 Ord March 6 

Buritr, GrorGe Henry, jun, Southampton, of no 
occupation Southampton Pet March 6 Ord 

Lancs, 


Buens, 
Liv | Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

BusH. CHARLES, Gressenhall, Norfolk, Farm Bailiff 
Norwich PetMarch4 Ord March4 

Outips, 8anak, Bath,Greengrocer Bath Pet March 
6 Ord March 5 

Ournery, Joux, Euston bldgs, Coach Builder High 
Court Pet Marché Ord March 6 

CLouag, ARLES, Gateshead. Grocer Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Mareh6 Ord March 6 } 

CoLEs, WILLIAM JAMES, and Ernest ALBERT CLARE, | 


2 
aMEs THORLEY, Walton, Joiner 





ntham, Hatters Nottingham Pet March 5 
Ord March 5 
CREDEARD, SamveL Hooron, Sheffield, Colour | 
Manufacturer Sheffield Pet March 4 Ord 
March 4 
DAEIN, GEORGE, Wombwell, Yorks, Grocer 
Ba Ord March 6 


ng 2 Pet March 6 

DARGUE, WALTER, Copley, Halifax. Patent Agent 
Halifax Pet Feb 25 Ord March 5 

Dg RRENBERG. AMELIA FRY, Bury St Edmunds, | 

oprietress of a Ladies’ School Bury St Ed- | 
m Pet March 5 Ord March 5 
— OAH, Ilkeston, Derbyshire, Grocer Derby 
ef March 5 Ord March 5 

Drxon, WILLIAM. Moortown, nr Leeds, Army Con- 

ttactor Leeds Pet Feb19 Ord March 4 


am. JAMES, residence unknown, Actor High | 
utt PetFeb19 Ord Marché 
ELLINTHORP, JOSEPH, Manningham, Bradford, 


utcher Bradford Pet March4 Ord March 4 
Evans, GRORGE HAMILTON, Warwick sq, Pimlico, 
Gent High Court PetJan24 Ord March 6 
EX#LBY, CHARLES Epwakrp, Ripon, Hotel Keeper 

Northallerton Pet. March 5 Ord March5 
FLETCHER, DONALD, Bedford, Grocer Bedford Pet 
March 4 Ord March 4 
Hagt ey, GzorGE, Liverpool, Barman Nottingham 
et March 4 Ord March 4 
Heaew, CHARLES WALTER. Bacton, Suffolk, Corn 
Merchant tury St Edmonds Pet March4 Ord 


arch 4 
HINTON, JABEZ ALDESLEY, Burnley, Sand Dealer 
Burnley PetFeb18s Ord March4 
Hutton, Ext, Old Hill, Staffordshire, Grocer’s 
Assistant Dudley Pet March4 Ord March 4 
INGER, GEORGE EDWARD, Leicester, out of business 
Leicester Pet March 4 Ord March 4 
JEFFREYS, THOMAS, Neath, Glam, Mineral Water 
anufacturer Neath Pet March 5 Ord 


—_ 5 
Kina, Henry, Odibam, Hants, Brewer Winchester 
Pet March 4 Ord March 4 
Knotts, ALFRED Wut1tAM, Leytonstone out of 
buainess High Court Pet March5 Ord March 5 
LEAF, DAVip, and GrorGE LEAr, Carlton, nr Selby, 
Farmers York Pet March5 Ocd March 5 
LiIMpENNY, HERBELT. Nottingham, Confectioner 
ottingham Pet March4 Ord Marc 
Muy D, SIMON, jun, Bradford, Fish Salesman Brad- 
arch6 Ord March 6 | 
PALLETT, THOMAS, Skepshed, Leicester, Bag Hosier | 
ieeeter Pet Marché Ord Marc 


PakF:TT, MorTImER. Leeds, Plasterer Leeds Pet 

P nag 4 Ord — - 

AREER, JOSEPH, Upper Newbold, Derby, Farmer 
Obesterfield Pet March5 Ord March 6 


Pass, Frank, Wolverhampton, Hop Merchant’s | 
Oletk Wolverhampton Pet March 5 Ord 


Marc! 
Raan, Joun, Monkwea:mouth. Sunderland, Grocer 
Sunderland Pet Marché Ord Marché | 
REDFORD, RicHaRD. Horncastle, Lincs, Pork Butcher 
Lincoln Pet March4 Ord March 4 
Ropineow, THomas, Guiseley, Yorks. out of business 
eds Pet Marché Ord March 6 
RvutTsr, Jonn Tuomas, Ipswich, cut of business 
Ipewich Pet Marché Ord Marché 
RUTTER, MARY, eee. Fruiterer 
Marché Ord 


| 
Ipswich Pet | 
ag pswic et 


Sanpy, THoomas, Lee, Kent. Wine Merchant Green- | 
8 wich Pet Feb28 Ord Feb 28 
CHO. ATTHEW, Rotherham, General Dealer 
Phether: Pet Maich5 Ord March 5 








SIBLEY, Jost1AH FRANKLIN, Northolt, Southal, School- 
master Windsor Pet March4 Ord March 4 
Snowpon, Joun HENRY, Stockton on Tees, Inn- 
keeper Stockton on Tees Pet March 2 Ord 
March 2 

STANSFIELD, JOSEPH. Waterfoot. Lancs. Carpet 
Manufacturer Oldham PetFeb23 Ord Marché 

SPENCER, JONATHAN BeEtTrs, Heigham, Norwich, 
Cathedral Subsacrist Norwich Pet March 5 
Ord March 5 

STEAD, AUGUSTUS MILLARD, Auckland rd, Upper 
Norwood, Merchant’s Clerk Croydon Pet March 
1 Ord March 1 

STRVENS. THOMAS. All Saints. Dorset, Farmer Poole 
Pet March 5 Ord March 5 

STEWART, Davip, Dorchester, Travelling Draper 
Dorchester Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

STURGEON. HENRY JAMES, Gutter In, Traveller High 
Court’ Pet March6 Ord March 6 

SunnuckEs, THoMas CuRD, Northfleet, Kent, Estats 
Agent Rochester Pet Mar4 Ord Mar 4 

THEOBALD, WiL1LIAM, Kingston upon Hull, Smack- 
owner Kingston upon Hull Pet Mar 5 Ord 


Mar 5 

Tuck. JoHN, St James st, Clerkenwell, Jeweller 
High Court Pet Mar5 Ord Mar6 

Twicc, JAMES WI4uttIaAM, Kidderminster, Iron- 
monger Kidderminster Pet Mari Ord Mart 

TWITCHETT, CORNELIUS HALLS, Ipswich, out of busi- 
ness Ipswich Pet Maré Ord Maré 

Upton, THOMAS. Beckley, Sussex, Farmer Hastings 
Pet Mar4 Ord Mar 4 

VERNON, JOHN, Coombe Fields-by-Sowe, Coventry, 
Farmer Coventry Pet Febi3 Ord Maré6 

WEBSTER, HENRY, Dewsbury. Machine Maker 
Dewsbury Pet Mar4 Ord Mar4 

WEBSTER, ILLIAM, Leeds, Cloth Maker Leeds 
Pet Mar6 Ord Mar 5 

WHITEHEAD, JOHN EDWARD, Manningham, Brad- 
ford. Bazaar Keeper Bradford Pet Mar5 Ord 


ard 
Wirson, Ropert, Cottingham. Yorks. Market 
Gardener Kingston upon Hull Pet Maré Ord 

ar 6 


| WITHERINGTON, JOHN THOMAS, Boulton, Fish Sales- 


man Bolton Pet Mar4 Ord Mar 4 
Woop, Tuomas, Burnley, Cotton Maker Burnley 
Pet Feb18 ('rd Mar 4 
| WooLLEY, Epwarp, South Shields, Auctioneer 


Newcastle on Tyne Pet Mar4 Ord Mar4 
FIRST MEETINGS 
ApBey, THOMAS, North Stainley. nr Ripon, Innkeeper 
March '8 at 12.15 Court house, Northallerton 
ASHFIELD, Jacos, Thetford, Norfolk, Baker March 
18. at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, King st. Norwich 


| ASPLEN, WILLIAM. Girton. Cambs, Market Gardener 


March 19 at 12 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cam- 
bridge 


| BAKER, Many. Lutterworth, Leicestershire, Baker 


March 15 at3 Off Ree, 28, Friar lane, Leicester 
BEDFORD, Jouy, Atherstone, Warwickshire, Beer 
Seller March 19 at11 25, Colmore row, Birming- 


ham 
Brirp-THOMPSON. ROBERT. Teddington pk, Gent 
— ch 18 at 11 No. 16 Room, 30 and 3!, St Swithin’s 
ane 


| BISHTON, ALFRED, Birmingham, Jeweller March 20 


at3 95. Colmore row, Birmingham 


| BurToN. WILLIAM. Birkdale, Lancs, Painter March 


18 at 2.30 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st. Liverpool 

BusH, CHARLES, Gressenhall, Norfolk, Farm Bailiff 
March !6at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

CATCHPOLE, JOHN Last, Framsden, Suffolk, Farmer 
March 19 at 12 Off Rec, Ipswich 

CHRISTIE, PERCY ORFEUR, and THOMAS EDWARD 
DANIELL, Wolverhampton, Tailors March 19 at 
11 Uff Rec, Wolverhampton 

CLAYDON, GEORGE, West Wratting, Camb, Farmer 
oe 19 at 12 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cam- 
ridge 

CLEMETSON, FRANK, Laver’s rd, Stoke Newington, 
Lawn Tennis Shoe Matutacturer March 15 at 11 
Cannon st Hotel 


| CLOUGH. CHARLES, Gateshead, Grocer March 20 at 


11 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
CoLE, Henry, Croydon. Coal Merchant March 15 at 
3 119. Victoria st. Westminster 


CorNIsH, WILLIAM. Halesworth. Suffolk, Blacksmith | 


March 16 at 1230 Ot? Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

DARGUE, WALTER, Copley, nr Halifax, Patent Agent 
March 18 at 11 Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Day. FREDERICK, Burn st, Limehouse fields, Publican 
a 15atil Bankruptcy bldngs, Livcoln’s ion 
tields 

DE HERRENBERG, AMELTA Fry, Bury St Edmunds, 
Proprietress of a Ladies’ School March 21 at 
11.45 Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds 

Dixon, NoAn. Ilkeston, Derbyshire, Grocer March 
15at3 Off Rec, St. James’s chmbrs, Derby 


DupreEs. LIONEL, Croydon, Fruiterer March 18 at 8 


119 Victoria st, Westminster 

ELLINTHORP, JO:EPH, Manningham, Bradford. 
Rutcher March 18 ati1 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 
Bradford 

Evans, DaNIEt, Penrhiwkeiber. Glam, Draper March 
19at12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Evans, Davip JAMES. Troedyrhiw, Glam, Grocer 
March 19at11_ Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

GinHam, THoMas Henry. Hereford, Brazier March 
22at 1080 2, Offa st, Hereford 

HaziaM, Josepu, Sheffield. Hackle Pin Manufacturer 
March 19 at 2.60 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

HARLAND, JOHN, Seamer. Yorks, no occupation 
March 15 at 11.15 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 
borough 

HARRISON, GEORGE ROBINSON, ‘ uisborough, Yorks, 
out of business March 16 ati1 Off Rec, 8, Albert 
ri, Middlesborough 

HARTLEY. GEORGE, Liverpool, Barman March 16 at 

12 Off Rec, 1, High pymnt, Nottingham 


HATTON, WILLIAM LABAN, Loughborough, Cattle 
Dealer March 15 at 12.30 Off Reo, 28, Friar lane, 
Leicester 

HEAD, Epwakrp, Moncrieff st, Peckham March 15 at 
12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

HEARN, CHARLES WALTER, Bacton, Suffolk, Corn 
Merchant March 19 at 12.30 Off Rec, Inswich 

HUTCHINSON, WILLIAM, West Hockley, Warwick. 
shire Boot Dealer March 18 at3 25, Colmore 
rw. Birmingham 

INGER. GEORGE Epwarp, Leicester, out of business 

March 28 at 3 Rec, 28, riar lane 
Leicester 

KinG, Henry, Odiham, Hampshire, Brewer March 
18 at 11.20 Red Lion Hotel, Basingstoke 

KniGcut, Mary ELIzaBeETH, Regent st, Court Milliner 
March 15 at il 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


Lear. Davip. and GrorGe LEAF. Carlton, Selby, 
Farmers March 19 at '2.15 Off Rec. York 
LEVISTON, JAMES, Ambleside, Westmoreland, 


rc March 16 at 11 37, Stramongate, Ken. 

aa 

MocOonnab, ALAN, Appleby. Chemist March 16 at 
12 37, Stramongate, Kendal 

MetTcatr, Jonny. Manchester. Joiner March 18 at 11 
Off Ree. Ogden’s chmbrs. Bridge st. Manchester 

Metcatr, THOMAS, JOHN METCALF. GEORGE Mar. 
CALF, and JOSEPH MeEtTCALF, Slingsby, Yorks, 


Farmers March 18 at 11.30 ‘Talbot Hotel, 
Malton 
Minter, Henry, Barbican, Coffee House 


ee ee rte ae 


inn 

PoLitarD, GEORGE, Methley, Yorks, Publican March 
15at11 Off Rec, Bond ter, Wakefield 

PoRRILL, WILLIAM. Bradford, Builder March 15 at 
12 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Pym, Emirty, Greyhound Jane, Streatham common, 
Morn Dealer March 18 at 12 119, Victoria st, 
Westminster 

Roserts, WILLIAM Mason, Tutbury, Staffordshire, 
Joiner March 16 at 12.15 White Hart Hotel, 
Burton on Trent 

ROBERTS, WILSON MoorsomM. Annaay Surrey, Gent 
March 18 at 11 Great Eastern Hotel, Liverpool 
street 

SHEPPARD, JANE, Chisledon, Wilts, Blacksmith 
March 15at 11 Off Rec, 32, High st, Swindon 

SLATER, CHARLES HHNRY, and Mary ANN SLATTER, 
Cheltenham, Fish Sellers March 16 at 4 
County Court Office, Cheltenham 

SPEED, WILLIAM, Sheffield. Engineer March 19 at8 
Otf Rec Figtree lane, Sheffield 

SPENCER. JONATHAN BgErts, Heigham, Norwich, 
Cathedral Subsacrist March 16 atit Off Rec, 8, 
King st, Norwich 

STEWART. David, Dorchester, Travelling Draper 
March 18 at2 Off Rec, Salisbury 

Sunnucks, THomas Curb, Northfieet. Kent, Estate 
Agent March 18 at 11.30 Off Rec, High st, 
Rochester 

WAkpD, JOHN, Saltburn by the Sea, Yorks, Foreman 
Stonemason March 15 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, Albert 
rd, Middlesboroueh 

WEssTER. GuorGR, Greenheys. Manchester. OCom- 
mercial Traveller March 18 at 11.30 
Oxzden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

WHITCHER, FREDERICK JOHN, York rd. Battersea, 
Irenmonger March 15 at 12 119, Victoria st, 
Westminster 

WHITEHEAD. JOHN Epwarp Manningham. Bra‘ford, 
Bazaar Keeper March 19 at 11 Off Ree, 31, 
Manor row, Pradford 

WHirtLe, Davin, Manchester, Calico Printer March 
1x at12 Off Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Briige st, Man- 
chester 

WIGGLESWORTH, BENJAMIN, Brook’s mews, Padding- 
ton, Cab Proprietor March 15 at 2.30 83, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 

WITHERINGTON, JOHN TroMAS, Bolton, Fish Sales 
man March ljati11 16, Wood st, Bolton 

WooLLEy, EpwWarp, South Shields, Auctioneer 
March 18 atit Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle oa 


Tyne 
ADJUDIAOTIONS. 





ApBEY, THOMAS, North Stainley, nr Ripon, Inn- 
keeper Northallerton Pet March 4 Ord 
March 4 

ANGELL, THOMAS ELLioTT, St Leonards. n>» occupa: 
tion Hastings Pet March5 Ord March 

| ASHFIELD, Jacub, Thetford, Norf 1k, Baker Norwich 

Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

| ASHTON, JAMES. Dronfield. Derby, Butcher Chester 
field Pet Feb? Ord March 2 

ASPLEN, WILLIAM, Girton, Market Gardener Cam- 
bridge Pet March2 Ord March 5 

BaRnN#, JOHN, residence unknowa, Gent High Court 
Pet Dec 14 Ord March 5 

BEDFORD, JoHN, Atherstone, Warwick, Beerseller 
Birmingham Pet Feb 26 Ord March 4 

Bray, ADAM. Leeds, Pork Butcher Leeds Pet 
March 5 Ord March 5 

Brown, THomas, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet 
March5 Ord Marc 6 

BULPIT?T, GsorGe HENRY, jun, Southampton, no 
occupation Southampton Pet March 6 Ord 


March 6 
sanes, Joiaet 


Burxs, JAMES THORLEY, Walton, 
Liverpont Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

BURTON, WILLIAM, Birkdale, Lancs, Painter Liver- 
pool Pet Feb@s Ord March 5 

BusH, CHARLES Gressenhall, Norfolk, Farm Bafliff 
Norwich Pet March4 Ord Mareh 4 

CHILDS, SARAH, Bath, Greengrocer Bath Pet 
March5 Ord March 5 

OunmneEry, JOHN, Euston bidgs. Coachbuilder High 
Court Pet Marché Ord March 6 

CHRISTIE, PERCY ORFEUR, and THomMas EDWARD 
DANIELL, Wolverhampton. Tailors Wolver- 
hampton Pet Feb15 Ord March 4 
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H, CHABLES, Gateshead, Grocer Newcastle on 
Cuyne Pet March6 Ord March 6 
CREDLAND, SAMUEL Hooton, Sheffield, Colour Manu- 
facturer Sheffield Pet March4 Ord March 4 
Coes, WILLIAM JAMES, and ERNEST ALBERT CLARE, 
Grantham, Hatters Nottingham Pet March 5 
Ord March 5 E 
Daxry, GkoRGE, Wombwell, Yorks,Grocer Barnsley 
Pet March 6 Ord March 6 
Dg HERRENBERG, AMELIA Fry, Bury St Edmunds, 
Proprietress of Ladies’ School Bury St Edmunds 
Pet March 5 Ord March 5 
Drxow, oan. Ilkeston, Derbyshire, Grocer Derby 
P 


et March5 Ord March5 
ELLINTHORP, JOSEPH, Manningham, Bradford, 
Butcher Bradford Pet March4 Ord March 4 


EXELBY. CHARL¥S EDWARD, Ripon, Hotel Keeper 
Northallerton Pet March 5 Ord March 6 
EpwarpD, Luton. Bedfordshire, Baker 
Luton on Feb 4 8 Ord _ 6 x 
Hagttey, GEorGE. Liverpool, Barman Nottingham 
Pet March 4 Ord March 4 ’ 
RN, CHARLES WALTER, Bacton, Suffolk, Corn 
Merchant BurySt Edmunds Pet March4 Ord 


March 4 
opg, THomAs, Overton, Hants, Miller Winchester 
me Tere wets, ¥ ks, Farm 
onw, JOHN, nton on 6, XOrks, 
= York Pet Feb27 Ord March 4 : - 
HvrcHinson, Wit1iIaM, West Hockley, Warwick- 
shire, Boot Dealer Birmingham “Pet Feb 2% 
me oe 6 H 43 - 
RY, JONATHAN, Hornsey rd, Boot Manuf, 
= Bish Court 2 Jan ? a Ma oan 
2, GEORGES ARD, cester, out of busi 
Pelcester Pet March4 Ord March 4 _ 
Masnior?,_JORX HeEwnzy, Beaufort rd, Surbiton, 


Clerk ingaton, ry a Le ae LA baa eee 6 
Masoy, JouN, Ezremont, eshire, ° 
bead Pet Feb27 Ord March 4 dheneen 


{TCHELL, WILLIAM. and JouN MrtTc , Horfield, 
Gemepetershire, Farmers ristol “Bot Feb 26 
arc 
Mvnpp, 81a10N, jun. Bradford, Fish Salesman rat 
: ford eed gg | Ord March x : nes 
WICK, FRED, Bedminster, Bristol, Chandler 
Bristol Pet Feb13 Ord March 5 ‘ 
OcpENn, MatTHEw, Long Eaton, Derbyshire, Clothier 
Derby Pet Feb1 Ord March 5 
ParritT, MoRTIMER, Leeds, Plasterer Leeds Pet 
March5 Ord March 5 
Paysz, WILLIAM, Oldbury, Worcestershire. Shop- 
. kee wed ae — 26 —_ March 4 
4YNTER, WILLIAM, Wadebridge, Cornwall, Sa 
Truro PetJani9 Ord Marché speed 
Ragan, Jous, Monkwearmouth. Sunde-land, Grocer 
Sundesland Pet Maré Ord Mar6 
REDFORD. RicuArvD, Horncastle, Lincs, Porkbutcher 
Lincoln. Pet Mar4 Ord Mar 4 
Ropinson, THOMAS, Guiseley, Yorks, out of business 
eeds Pet Maré Ord Maré 
Bandy. THoMas. Lee, Kent, Wine Merchant Green- 
. wich we Feb * Ord aay 
AYNOR, WILLIAM, Doncaster, Joiner Sheffield 
sacar 14 wrt Mar 5 net ~ 
OALES, MATTHEW, Rotherbam, General 
, as ee, Ord Mar 5 seemed 
SHones, JAMES, Mablethorpe, Lincs Farmer Gr 
Gimsby Pet Feb 13 bra Mar 4 - 
SIBLEY, JOSIAH FRANKLIN, Northolt, Southall, 
Schoolmaster Windsor Pet Feb28 Ord Mar 4 
SIDDALL, WILLIAM Farrow, Vartry rd, Stamford 
ail, ae of Works Cardiff Pet Feb 26 Ord 
ar 
SxNowpon, JOHN HENRY, Stockton on Tees, Inn- 
__ keeper Stockton on Tees Pet Mar2 Ord Mar2 
SOMMERVILLE, ISABELLA JANE, Hulme, Manchester 
Furniture Dealer Manchester Pet Jan 24 Ord 
ar 5 
SPeNceR, JONATHAN Betts, Heigham, Norwich, 
panedent Subsacrist Norwich Pet Mar4 Ord 
Mar 
STEVyNSOX, JOHN POWELL. Great Yarmouth, Gent 
Great Yarmouth Pet Feb20 Ord March 6 
StuRGEON, HENRY JAMES, Gutter lane, Traveller 
High Court Pet Marché Ord Marché 
Sunnucks, THomas CurpD, Northtfieet, Kent, Estate 
Agent Rochester Pet March4 Ord March 4 
TANENBERG, MARCUS, and NATHANIEL TANENBERG, 
Leeds, Jewellers Leeds Pet Oct9 Ord Marché 
THEOBALD, WILLIAM, Kingston upon Hull, Smack- 
+ Aaa § monn upon Hull Pet March 5 Ord 
arc 
Twice, JaMES WILLIAM, Kidderminster, Ironmon- 
_ ger Kidderminister Pet Marchi Ord March 2 
Urtox, Tuomas, Beckley, Suss-x, Farmer Hastings 
_ Pet March 4 Ord March 4 
Wexstak, HENRY, Dewsbury, Machine Maker 
Dewsbury Pet March4 Ord March4 
Wexster, Wittiam, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer 
Leeds Pet March& Ord March 5 
EST, THOMAS WILLIAM. Gough sq, Fleet st, of no 
en High Court, Pet Feb 19 Ord 
arch 4 
WiiteHEaD. Joun EDWARD, Manningham, Bradford 
Kezaar Keeper Bradford Pet March 4 Ord 


March 5 
Wus0x, Rozsert, Cottingham, Yorks, Market 
Gardener Kingston upon Hull Pet March 6 


_ Ord March 6 
WitHERINGTON, JoHN Tuomas, Bolton, Fish Sales- 
man Bolton Pet March4 Ord March 6 
Woottey, Epwarp, South Shields, Auctioneer 
Newcastleon Tyne Pet March 4 Ord March 4 


ORDER ON APPLIOATION TO APPROVE 
COMPOSITION OR SCHEME. 
Grain, Joun P., Outer Temple High Court Ord 


London Gazetie.—TUESDAY, March 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ADAMS, WILLIAM, and Jonn Griynss, Ilford, Farmers 
Chelmsford Pet Marchs Ord March 8 

ALEXANDER, THomMas, Cardiff, Licensed Victualler 
Cardiff Pet March5 Ord March 5 

Bowers, WriGHT, Marple, Cheshire, Mill Manager 
Stockport Pet March7 Ord March7 

Brown, HENRY JOHN, Manor Pk, Streatham, Buiider 
Wandsworth Pet Feb11 Ord March 7 

Burt, HENRY CHARLES, Wyndham rd, Camberwell, 
Butcher High Court Pet March9 Ord March 9 

CosTEeNn, Jonn, East Farleigh, Kent, Farmer Maid- 
stone Pet Marché Ord March7 

Cutpan, Ropert, Halifax, Butcher Halifax Pet 
Marchs Ord March 8 

CuTHB«KRT, HENRY JOHN, Wivenhoe, Essex, House 
Decorator Oolchester Pet March 7 Ord Match 7 

DABBISHIRE, Francis GASKELL, Beaufort bidgs. 
Strand, Actor High Court Pet Marchs Ord 
March 8 

DARBISHIRE, MARTE ANNA AGNES, Beaufort bldngs, 
Strand, Actress High Court Pet Marchs Ord 


a 
DICKINSON, FrEpERICK, Melton Mowbray, White- 
smith Leicester Pet March7 Ord March7 
Dopps, MaTTHEW BowsER, Stockton on Tee 
Solicit: High Court Pet March 7 Or 


March 7 
Eames, JaBEZ, Frome, Somerset, Farmer Frome 
Pet March7 Ord March7 
Forstsr Davrp, Widner, Boiler Maker Liverpool 
Pet March 7 March 7 
Foster, WILLIAM, Stroud, Gloucestershire, Nursery- 
man Gloucester Pet March9 Ord Ma: 9 
GILtsox, Jonw. Sheffield, Provision Merchant sShef- 
field Pet March8 Ord March 8 
Grirrrrxs, Davip, Carmarthen, Contractor 
marthen Pet Mar.h6 Ord Marché 
Grocock, Lemvet. Nottingham, Licensed Victualler 
Nottingham Pet March9 Ord March 9 
HARDING, ALFRED PETER, Kenwyn. Cornwall, 
Farmer Truro Pet March7 Ord March7 
HAkrrisson, THOMAS, Cambridge, Boot Maker Cam- 
bridge Pet Mareh7 Ord March7 
HENDERSON, WILLIAM. Burnley, Painter 
Pet Feb 26 Ord March 8 
HEEBERT, JOSEPH, Stafford, Painter Stafford Pet 
March9 Ord March 9 
HESTER. FREDERICK, Hemel Hempstead, Herts, 
Builder St Albans Pet Oct19 Ord Nové6 
Hicks, CHAgz&s, Little Saltram, nr Plymouth, Dairy 
Keeper East Stonehouse Pet March 9 Ord 
March 9 
Honason, JONATHAN KENDALL, Kingston upon Hull, 
out of business Kingston upon Hull Pet March 
9 Ord March 9 
Hunpy. James, Fladbury, Worcester. Oarpenter 
Worcester Pet March 7 Ord March7 
JENKINS, WILLIAM, Nanthir, Pontcymmer, Glaw, 
Hotel Keeper. Cardit? Pet March 5 Ord March 5 
JEssop, THomas, Fartown, Huddersfield, out of busi- 
ness Huddersfield Pet Marchs Ord March 8 
JongEs. THOMAS, Tredegar, Mon, Butcher Tredegar 
Pet March7 Ord March 7 
Kemp, BarTHOLOMEW TiTUs. Wych st, Strand High 
_ Court Pet Feb 20 Ord March 8 
Kirk GerorGs, Darlington, Grocer Stockton on Tees 
and Middlesborough Pet Marché Ord March 6 
MACHIN, Isaac, Winkburn, Notts, Farmer Nottinog- 
ham Pet Marchs Ord March 8 
MARRIOTT, ANN PRICE, Ramsgate, Fruiterer Can- 
terbury Pet Feb 22 OUrd March 8 
MARSHALL, Fanny, Kensington gdns sq, Lodging 
House Keeper High Court Pet Feb 18 Ord 
March 8 
May. Tuomas, Kingston on Hull, Smackowner 
Kingston on Hull Pet March9 Ord March 9 
Maye, Ricuarp, Kingsteignton, Devon, Farmer 
Exeter Pet March7 Ord March 7 
MERKIN, JOHN, Nottingham, Tailor Nottingham Pet 
farch 7 Ord March7 
MERCHANT, JOHN, Kingsholm., Gloucester, Coal 
Merchant Gloucester Pet March7 Ord March7 
Morris. JOsEPH, Cardiff, Jeweller Cardiff Pet 
March7 Ord March 7 
Movutton, GrorGE, Birmingham, Thimble Manufac- 
turer Birmingham Pet March7 Ord March7 
OGDEN, JANE DARWSLL, no fixed address, Widow 
Birkenhead Pet Marché Ord Merch 6 
PARTRIDGE, PORTER ALFRED, Aldham, Essex, Farmer 
Colchester Pet March9 Ord March 9 
PEARSON, FRANK H&RBERT, Scarborough, Tobac- 
conist Scarborough Pet March8 Ord March 8 
PEenn, JAMES, East Dean, Gloucestershire, Labourer 
Gloucester Pet March# Ord March 9 
RIcHARDSON, G@rorGe, Stockton on Tees, Milk Seller 
Stockton on Tees Pet Marché Ord March 6 
Rosinson, JOSEPH HENRY, Kendal, Commission 
A Kendal Pet Marchs Ord March 8 
SERJEANT, W. C. ELDON, present residence unknown, 
Gent High Court Pet Dec 18 Ord March 7 
SmiTu, PETBR. Carlisle, Tailor Carlisle Pet March 7 
Heckmondwike, Licensed 


Ord March7 

Stocks, NEHEMIAH, 

Victualler Dewsbury Pet March 8 Ord March 8 
STsINGER. HENRY, Aldrivgton, Sussex, out of busi- 
ness Brighton Pet Marchs Ord Marchs8 
Tuomas, Davip, Cardigan, Currier Carmarthen Pet 
Marché Ord March 6 

Tipzetts, THomas, Southampton st, Pentonville, 
Journeyman Printer High Court Pet Marchs 
Ord March 8 

Wappy, Patrick BurkKE, El'a rd, Crouch hill, Gent 
High Court Pet Oct5 Ord March7 

Wane, GEORGE HENRY, Bradford, Grocer Bradford 
Pet March 8 Ord March 8 


Car- 


Burnley 


The Sewing amended notice is substituted for that 
pu 


ished in London Gracie, Jan, 
BANCROFT, Witzian, Lassover pper, fox, Grover 
Tredegar Pet Jan?3 Ord Jan 23 
The le oe oe | amended notice is substituted for that 
ublished in the London Gazette of March 8. 
HEARN, CHARLES WALTER, Bacton, Suffolk, Oorn 
Merchant Bury St Edmunds Pet March4 Ord 


March 4 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
ANGEL, THoMAS ELLIOTT, St Leonards, no occupation 
March 20ati Bankruptcy bldngs, Lincola’s ina 


elds 

Batis, EpMuND ARtTuur, Leighton Buzzard, Gent 
March 19 at 11 Off Rec, Park st West, Luton 

BATCHELOR, ALBERT, Gipsy Jane, West Ham, Com- 
mercial Clerk March 22 atil 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

Beck, Ernsst LEwIs, Hastings, Earthenware Mer- 
chant March 20at12 Bankruptcy bldngs, Lin- 
coln s inn 

Breck, HENRY JAMEs, and Henry Hooton, North- 
ampton, Shoe Manufacturers March 21 at 2 
County Court bldngs, Northampton 


BEcKTON, JOHN, Torrington . Private Tutor 
March 26 at 2.30 33, Oarey s anos ina 


Bowsrs, WRIGHT, Marple, re, 
March 21 at 12 Off Rec, County chbrs, ket 
P 


lace, Stockport 

Bray. ADAM, Leeds, Pork Butcher March 19 at 3.80 
Off 22, Park row, Leeds 

BrEwstTseR, JOHN, Maitland Parkrd, Hav i hill, 
Wesleyan Minister March 26atii 383, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 





Brown, Emua Mary, and Ettew Brows, Oolville 
ardens, Bayswater, Boarding House Keepers 
arch 26 at 12 33, Oarey st. .anoue? 

Browx, THoMas, Br i arch 20 at 11 

C, 31, Manor row, ‘ord 
BULPITT. GEORGE HENRY, jun, Phempton, No 0c- 
cupation Maroh @ at il » 4, Bast st, 
Southampton 
CALVERT, GEORGR EDMUND, Bs ol ess, 
Gent March 21 at 12 " ty House 
lane, Hull 
OCuHILDs, SARAH, Bath, Greengrocer March 21 at 11 


1, Abbey st, Bath 

CoLEs, WILLIAM JAMES, and ERN&ST ALBERT CLARB 
Grantham. Lincs, Hatters March 19 at 12 Off 
Kee, 1, High pavement. Nottingham 

CosTEN, JOHN. East Farleizh, Kent, Farmer March 
22at3 Off Rec, Week st, Maidstone 

CowAN, JAMES DovuGLas, Elgin avenue, Maida vale, 
Flour Mill Manager Mar 22 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Lincoln’s ion 

CREDLAND, SAMUEL Hooron. Sheffield, O »loar Maker 
Mar 20 at 2.40 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

CrRooKE, JoHN RYLAND, Birmingham, Solicitor Mar 





22 atil 25, Colmore row. Ln yy! 

CULPAN, Robert, Halifax, Butcher Mar 2iatii Off 

ec, Halifax 

DENISON, BuNJaMIN. Eastiington, Yorks, Si mao 
Mar 21 at1i Off Rec, Trinity ‘House jan iu!) 

Dickinson, FREDEuICK, Melton Mowbray, White- 
smith Mar 21 at 3 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, 
Leicester 


Eames, JABEZ, Little Keyford, Somerset, Farmer 
Mar 19 at 1.30 George Hotel, Frome 

FLEeTcHER, DONALD. Bedford, Grocer Mar 20 at 12 
&, St Paul’s sq. Bedford 

Harris. Moss, tlackpool, Dentist Mar 22 at 2.80 
Otf Rec, 14. Chapel st. Preston 

HArrisson, THOMAS, Cambridge, Bootmaker Mar 
19 at 12.30 Off Kec, 5, Petty Cury, Uamridge 

Heat tey, W, Cliftonsq Peckham, Builder Mar 22 
at 2.30 33, Carey st, Liocoln’s inn 

Hitz, WILu1AM, Haverfordwest, Poulterer Mar 20 
atit Off Rec, Carmarthen 

Hunpy, James, Fladbury, Worcester, 
May 20atit Off Rec, Worcester 

JACKSON, JAMES JELLOO, New Wortley, Leeds, out 
of business March 20 at 11 Off Keo, 22, Park 
row, Leeds 


Carpeuter 


James, JouN Tuomas, Lianbadarnfawr, Cardigan, 
Farmers Son March 21 at 12.20 ‘ownhall, 
Aberystwyth 

JEFFREYS, ‘T1HoMas, Glynneath, Glam, Mineral 
Water Manufacturer March 20 at 12 Castle 
Hotel, Neath 


Jessor, Tuomas, Fartown, Huddersfield, out of 
business March 22 at 11 Haigh & Son, solicitors, 
New st, Hudderstield a 
JOHNSEN, MICHAELIOS SANGEN, Hull, Fish Merchant 
——_ 21 at 11.30 Off Rec, Trinity llouse laue, 
Hul 
Lawrence, WitiiaM, Leyton, Retailer of Beer 
March 21 at 12 Bashrapeey bldgs, Lincoln's inn 
LEIGH, SAMUKL, Stockwell rd, Brixton, Oarpeater 
March 20at11 Bankruptcy bldgs. Liancola’s ina 
LIMPENNY, Herbert, Nottingham, Confectioner 
March 19at1i Off Reo, 1, High pavement, Not- 


tingham 
Lovan KosErt, Millhouses, Sheffield, out of business 
March 20 at 330 Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffleld 
MavupsLeY, HERBERT OHABLES, Bedford, Gent 

20atlt 8,St Paul’s sq, sedford 
Mays, Ricwargp, Kingsceiznton, Devon, Farmer 
March zi atit The Uastle, Exeter 
MERBIN, JOHN, Nottingham, Tailor March 20 at 12 
Oft Ree, 1, High pymnt, N a. 
MERCHANT, JOHN, Kingshol loucester, Coal 
= cna March 19 at 3 Off Reo, 15, King st, 
Gloucester 
Moacaripes, Tomas, adress uakqown, Olmos March 
20at12 33, Carey st, coln’s inn 
Mupp, Simon, the younger, Bradford, Fish Salesman 
March 20 at 12 Off ¥ 31, —_ 3 dy ay 

, ORLANDO, an ABL' " 

NICHOLAS, O: Vet 


Chester terr, Eaton sq, Jewellers 








March1 Rec Ord Rescinded 


WHITEHORN, FREDERICK HENRY, Bristul, Stay Manu- 
facturer Bristol Pet March7 Ord March7 


230 Bankruptcy b!dgs, Lincoln’s ian 
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March 16, 1&9, 








OapEN, JANE DARWELL, no fixed address, Widow 
March 20at2 Off Rec, 48, Hamilton sq, Birken- 
head 

Patitett, THomas, Shepshed, Leicestershire, Bag 
Hosier March 21 at 12,30 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, 
Leicester 

PaRkKER, JosEPH, Upper Newbold, Derbyshire, Far- 
mer March 20at3 Angel Hotel, Chesterfield 

PEISER, GEORGE JOSEPH. Charterhouse bldgs. Hat 
Manufacturer March 21 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

PENLINGTON, RicHaRrD. Grosvenor p). Butler March 
90 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lioeoln’s inn 

PILKINGTON, JAMES, Preston, Tobacconist March 22 
at 1.30 Off Ree, 14, Chapel st. Preston 

PowELt, WILLIAM, Tillington, Burghil!. Hereford- 
shire, Inpkeeper March 19 at3 2, Offa st, Here- 
ford 

REDGRAVE, SYBELLA ANNE, Alderbert terrace, 
Clapham rd, Widow March2sat11 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Portugal st. Lincoln’s inn fields 

RICHARDSON, Epwin A., Blair st. Bromley by Bow, 
Micdlesex, [ug Owner March 2? at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

SCHOALES, MATTHEW, Rotherham, General Dealer 
March “0 at 3 Off Rec. Figtree lane, Sheffield 

SHEEN. W1iL1AM, Enkel st, Seven Sister's rd, Horse 
Dealer March #1 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


inn 

Srmons, JANE RR&VEL, Aspley Guise, Bedfordshire, 
Hotel Keeper March 19 at 1130 Off Rec, Park 
at West, Luton 

SMITH, Francis, Fetter lane, Fishmonger March 22 
ati2 Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 

SmiTH, JOHN, Birmingham, Baker March 21 
25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

SMITH, PETER. Carlisle, Tailor March 21 at 12 
Rec, 34. Fisher st, Carlisle 

STANSFIELD, JOSEPH, Waterfoot, Lancs, Carpet 
Manufacturer March 20 at 3.30 Off Rec, Og- 
den’s chbrs. Bridge st, Manchester 

STEVENS, THOMAS, All Saints, Dorset, Farmer March 
19at 11.30 King’s Head Hotel, Wimborne 

SZALAY, JOSEPH. Fenchurch st. Hairdresser 
21ati1 33. Carey st Lincoln’s inn 

WADE, GEORGE HENRY. Bradford, Grocer March 22 
atit Off Ree, 31, Mavor row, Braiford 

WARREN, JAMES, Rushden, Northamptonshire, 
Butcher March 21 at 4 County court bidngs, 
Northampton 

West, THomas WILLIAM, Gough sq, Fleet st, of no 
occupation March 21 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

WESTRAY, KOBINSON, and CHARLES JOHN COPELAND, 
Barrow in Furness, Engineers March 27 at 230 
Station Hotel, Carnforth 

WHITEHORN, FREDERICK HkEwnry, Bristol, Stay 
Manufacturer March 27 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank 
chbrs, Bristol 

WoopHALL, THOMAS, Scarborough. Plumber March 
20 at 11.30 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scar- 


borough 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

BakER, CHARLES, Herbert st, New North rd, Milliner 
High Court Pet March5 Ord March 8 

BaRnNEs, WILLIAM CHARLES, Norwich, Printer Nor- 
wich Pet March 4 Ord March 8 

BECKTON, JOHN. Torrington sq, Private Tutor High 
Court Pet Feb 27 Ord March 9 

BowERrs, WRIGHT, Marple, Cheshire, Mill Manager 
Stockport Pet March7 Ord March 7 

BRIER, CHARLES WILLIAM, Dewsbury, 
Dewsbury Pet Feb15 Ori March? 

Brown, ELisan, Ludgate circus, Restaurant Pro- 
prietor High Court Pet Feb14 Ord March 8 

BucKLER, THOMAS WaRR, Southampton st. Strand, 
Solicitor High Court Pet Nov2 Ord March 9 

CoHEN. Maurick, Whitechapel rd, Leather Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Feb9 Ord March 8 

COSTEN, JOHN, East Farleizh, Kent, Farmer Maid- 
stone Pet Marché Ord March7 

DIcKINsON, FREDERICK, Melton Mowbray, White- 
smith Leicester Pet March7 Ord March 7 

Eamnas, Jabez. Frome, Somerset, Farmer 
Pet March7 Ord March 7 

Fostkr, WILLIAM, Stroud, Gloucester, Nurseryman 
Gloucester Pet March9 Ord March 9 


at 11 
Off 


March 


Oontractor 


Frome 
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FREITAG, HERMANN, HERMANN RICHARD LEO 
FREITAG, and EDWARD ALBERT FRANK FREITAG, 
King st. Tower Hill, Tailors High Court Pet 
Feb1 Ord March 8 

HAMMOND, WOSEPH HEWITT, Romford, Upholsterer 
Chelmsford Pet Feb13 Ord March? 

Hanson, THOMAS, Bishopsgate st Without, Account- 
ant High Court Pet Dec 20 Ord March 9 

HARDING, ALFRED PETER, Kenwyn, Cornwall, Fanmer 
Truro Pet March 7 Ord March7 

Hapgrisson, THOMAS, Cambridge, Boot Maker Cam- 
bridge Pet March7 Ord March7 

HERBERT, JOSEPH. Stafford, Paiater Stafford Pet 
March9 Ord March 9 

How. FREDERICK WILLIAM, Norfolk rd, Dalston, 
Printer High Court Pet Feb2t Ord March 8 

Hunpy, James. Fladbury, Worcester, Carpenter 
Worcester Pet March7 Ord March7 

Hutton, Ext, Old Hill, Stafford. Grocer’s Assistant 
Dudley Pet March 4 Ord March 7 

JEFFREYS. THOMAS, (4lynneath, ‘¢lam, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Neath Pet March5 Ord Marché 

Jxssop, THomas, Fartown, Huddersfield, out of busi- 
ness Huddersfield Pet Marchs Ord March 8 

Jones, THOMAS. Tredegar, Mon, Butcher Tredegar 
Pet March7 Ord March 7 

Kirk, GEORGE. Darlington. Grocer Stockton on Tees 
and Middlesborough Pet Marehé6 Ord March 6 

MAcHIN, Isaac. Winkburn, Notts. Farmer Notting- 
ham Pet Marchs Ord March 9 

May. THomas, Kineston upon Hull, Smackowner 
Kingston upon Hnll Pet Marchs Ord March 9 

Mayr, RIcHAED. Kingsteignton, Devon, Farmer 
Exeter Pet March7 Ord March7 

McGurk. JAmMg&s, Newcastle on Tyne, Innkeeper 
Newcastle on Tvne Pet Feb21t Ord March7 

MERCHANT, John, Kingsholm, Gloucester, Coal Mer- 
chant Gloucester Pet March7 Ord March 7 

MERRIN JOHN, Nottingham, ‘Yailor Nottingham 
Pet March7 Ord March 9 

Morris, Josepn, Cariff, Jeweller Cardiff 
March? Ord Mare'17 ; 

MoULTON. (FORGE, Birmingham, Thimble 
Birmingham Pet Mar7 Ord Mar9 

MvuRFITT, WILLIAM, Queen’s parade, Ciapham Junc- 
tion, Draper Wandsworth Pet Feb 12 Ord 
Mar7 
NN, JOSHUA ALEXANDER, Sittingbourne. Kent, 
Clothier Rochester Pet Feb 21 Ord Mar7 

OGDEN. JANE DARWELL. no fixed address, Wilow 
Birkenhead Pet Maré Ord Mar6 

PARTRIDGE, PORTER ALFRED. Aldham, Essex, Farmer 
Colchester Pet Mar9 Ord Mar9 

PEARSON, FRANK HERBERT, Scarborough, Tobacco- | 
nist Scarborough Pet Mars Ord Mar8 

PENN, JAMES. East Dean. Glouces, Labourer 
Gloucester Pet Mar9 Ord Mars 

PERL, FELIX, Ridley rd, Dalston, Merchant High 
Court Pet Jan3 Ord Mar6 

POWELL, WILLIAM, Tillington. Burghill, Hereford- 
shire Innkeeper Hereford Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 21 

Pym, EmMILy, “reyhound lane. Streatham Common, 
— Dealer Wandsworth Pet Jan 28 Ord 
Mari 

RICHARDSON, GEORGE, Stockton'o1 Tees, Milk Sel'er 
Stockton on Tees Pet March6 Ord March 6 

XOBINSON, JOSEPH HENRY, Kendal, Commission 
Agent Kendal Pet Marchs Ord March s 

RYMAN, JOHN, Ne vington Butts, Ironmonger High 
Court PetJan29 Ord March 8 

Situ. JoHN, Birmingham, Baker 
Pet Feb 12 Ord March 9 

Smiru. PETsR, Carlisle, Tailor Carlisle Pet March 
7 Ord March7 

STANSFIELD, JOSEPH, Waterfoot, 
Manufacturer Oldham Pet 
March 8 

STEWART, David, Dorchester, Travelling Draper 
Dorchester Pet March 4 Ord March 7 

Stow, Davip GEORG*, Southend on Sea, Exsex. of no 
occupation Chelmsford Pet Feb 11 Ord March 7 

WADE. GEORGE HENRY, Bradford, Grocer Bradford 
Pet March 8 Ord Marchs 

WHITCHER, FREDERICK JOHN, York rd, Battersea, 
Ironmonger Wandsworth Pet Feb 19 Ord 
March 5 

WHITE, WILLIAM NorMAN, Blackheath rd, Tailor 
Greenwich Pet Feb6 Ord March 6 


Pet 
Maker 


Rirmiogham 


Lancs, Carpet 
Feb 22 Ord 


oS 
WHITEHORN, FREDERICK HENRY, Bristol, Stay Wf; 
facturer Bristol Pet March7 Ord March7 
a BENJAMIN, Brook’s “ewe, Padding 
ton, Cab Proprietor HighCourt Pet Jan ry 
—— 7 3 Ord 
WILSON, JAMES AiBAN, present residence unknown, 
Officer in Seaforth Highlanders High Court Pet 
Jan 20 Ord March7 
Woop. THomas, Burnley, 
Burnley Pet Feb 16 


Cotton Manuf 
Ord March 6 ee 
The following amended notice is substituted for 
published in the London Gaz tte of Jan. 29, tant 
BANCROFT. WILLIAM, Llanover Upper, Mon, Gr 
Tredegar Pet Jan2s Ord Jan w6 : ds 


The fo'lowing amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of March g, 
HEARN, CHARLES WALTER, Bicton, Suffolk, Corn 

Merchant BurySt Edmuhds Pet March 4 Ord 
arch 4 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
BopDEN, OWEN, Broadstairs, Kent, no trade Canter. 
bury Adjud Oct17 Annul Feb4 


DELAFIELD, SAMUEL, Bedford, Furnishing Draper 
Bedford Adjud Aug 1 Annul March7 


ORDER MADE ON APPLICATION FOR DI 
CHARGE. 


LoGan, Davi, ¢reensfield, Alnwick. Northumber 
land, Farmer Newcastle Ord Feb 5 Discharge 
granted 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK, 


March 20.—Messrs. EpDwWIn Fox & BOUSFIELD, at the 
Mart. EC., at 2 p.m., Law Insurance and other 
Shares (see aivertisement, March 9. p 4). 

March 20.—Messra. FAREBROTHER. ELLIS. CLARK. & 
Co., at the Mart, E.C.. Freeh vid Ground Rents and 
Building Land (see advertisement, March 2, p. 4), 

March 22.—Messra. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & 
BRIDGKWATER. at the Mart, E.O., at 2 nm, 
Reversionary Interests (see advertisement, March 
9, p. 4). 


All letters intended for publication in the 
must be authenticated 


by the name of the writer. 
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Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, @ 
is requested that application be made dived 


to the Publisher. 


— ——— 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


INSTITUTED 1858. 


For the Relief of Poor and Necessitous Solicitors and Proctors in England and Wales, and their Wives, 
Widows, and Families. 


Tue Si1xty-Srconp Hatr-YBaRLy General Meetine of the Memuers of this Association will be held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, 
London, on Wepnespay, Marcu 20th, to receive from the Board their Half-Yearly Report, with a Statement of Accounts for the financial year 
ending December 31st, 1888, and for the transaction of other General Business. 


Mr. Henry Roscor will move—That the following words be added to *Rule V. : 


such member on payment of his arrears.” 


The Chair will be taken at Two o’Crock p.m. 
9, Clifford’s-inn, London, E.C., February 26, 1889. 


‘* But the Directors shall have power at avy time to reinstate 


JAMES THOMAS SCOTT, Secretary. 


* Rule V. at present reads thus:- Annual Subscriptions may date from the 1st of January or 1st of July in each year, at the option of the respective 


Subscribers ; and every Annual Member whose Pt 


in writing from the Secretary, shall cease to be a Member of the Association. 


ibscription shall be two years in arrear, neglecting to pay such arrears within one calendar month after notice 


. 
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